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Abstract 
 The purpose of this study was to identify the attitudes and concerns community college 
faculty have about student learning outcomes assessment and to further explore the relationship 
between these factors and faculty levels of involvement in assessment activities.  Combining the 
conceptual frameworks of the concerns-based adoption Model (CBAM) and the framework 
developed by the National Center for Postsecondary Improvement project, an online survey was 
developed to measure the attitudes, concerns, and levels of involvement in student learning 
outcomes assessment of full-time Illinois community college faculty.   The sample for the study 
was full-time faculty employed at four Illinois community colleges participating in the Higher 
Learning Commission’s Academy for Assessment of Student Learning. 
 A Principal Component Extraction with Varimax Rotation was conducted on the 
constructs of faculty attitudes and levels of involvement.  These PCs were used as variables for 
the multivariate analysis.  Principal components associated with the faculty attitudes construct 
were Benefits and Reluctance.  The principal components identified for the involvement 
construct were Classroom or Instruction, Institutional, and External Involvement.  Demographic 
variables of tenure status, academic discipline, and number of years employed at the institution 
were examined to identify any differences that may occur between faculty in these groups. 
Results indicated faculty were moderately involved in student learning outcomes 
assessment at the classroom or instructional level but their involvement declined at the 
institutional level and with external assessment activities.   Moderate to weak relationships were 
identified in faculty attitudes toward the benefits of assessment based on the academic discipline 
in which faculty members perform their primary teaching responsibilities.  This result suggests 
there are differences between the hard-pure (e.g., biology, chemistry, math) and both the soft-
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pure (e.g., communications, English, psychology, social sciences) and soft-applied disciplines 
(e.g., accounting, business, allied health, education) on the subscales of Classroom or 
Instructional and Institutional involvement.  Faculty teaching in the hard-pure discipline reported 
lower levels of involvement in student learning outcomes assessment at the classroom or 
instructional and institutional levels than faculty teaching in the soft-pure or soft-applied 
disciplines.  The hard-pure discipline also reported lower levels of involvement for the 
Institutional subscale. 
  Faculty concerns about assessment were categorized using the CBAM protocol suggested 
by Hall et al. (1973) and the responses were categorized primarily as Stage 2, personal concerns; 
Stage 3, management concerns; and Stage 4, consequence concerns.  Findings showed faculty 
are concerned about the amount of time it takes to conduct assessment, the perception that 
assessment is being conducted primarily to meet compliance mandates, and a distrust of how 
assessment results are used within the institution.  These concerns were not related to 
demographics of tenure status, academic discipline, and number of years employed at the 
institution. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Student learning outcomes assessment (SLOA) has been a measure of institutional 
quality for more than three decades, and assessment activities are currently underway on most 
college and university campuses (El-Khawas, 1993; Ewell, 2002, 2009; Hutchings, 2010; Kinzie, 
2010; Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009; Provezis, 2010).  Although the assessment of student learning 
outcomes is of extreme importance to the federal government, accrediting organizations, and 
other higher education stakeholders, the assessment movement is still not accomplishing what 
some had hoped it would (Ewell, 2008, 2009; Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009; U.S. Department of 
Education, 2006).  According to a 2009 study by the National Institute for Learning Outcomes 
Assessment, it is still not being fully utilized to inform institutional decisions and to improve 
teaching and learning (Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009).  In addition, even though many experts in the 
field of assessment have emphasized the important role of faculty in the development of 
successful assessment programs, engaging faculty in the process continues to be a major 
challenge for most institutions (Banta, 1999b; Gray, 1997; Huba & Freed, 2000; Hutchings, 
2010; Kinzie, 2010; Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009; López, 2002).  This is cause for concern for many 
college administrators because the requirement to document an institution’s assessment efforts is 
now a critical factor in an institution’s ability to maintain regional accreditation, and regional 
accreditation is vitally important for all educational institutions. 
The Problem 
The assessment literature is filled with information describing the importance of faculty 
involvement in successful assessment programs.  In fact, to some it is considered the gold 
standard (Hutchings, 2010).  Faculty participation is critical because this group is responsible for 
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designing the curriculum as well as providing instruction.  Because faculty have the closest 
connection to students and the most comprehensive knowledge about teaching and learning, they 
are in the best position to shape the assessment process for an institution and therefore facilitate 
improvement in student learning outcomes (Gold, Rhoades, Smith, & Kuh, 2011; Hutchings, 
2010; Paloma & Banta, 1999).  In spite of this critical role, however, faculty are not always 
willing participants (Banta, 2002; Brakke & Brown, 2002; Carey & Gregory, 2003; Friedlander 
& Serban, 2004; Gilbert, 1995; Hoey & Nault, 2002; Hutchings, 2010; Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009; 
Nunley, Bers, & Manning, 2011).  In fact, to some faculty, it is “one of those unfunded 
administrative mandates that is above the real job of teaching, research and service” (Carey & 
Gregory, 2003, p. 216).  This attitude may seem somewhat confusing when one considers that 
faculty have been assessing student learning at the classroom level for many years, but today’s 
expectations require faculty not only to assess a student’s content knowledge in a single course 
for the purpose of assigning grades, but also to move assessment beyond the classroom and into 
the collective consciousness of the institution.  No longer can faculty focus on their individual 
classes or their departmental outcomes; they must now consider the total educational experience 
of a student when determining if learning has indeed occurred.  This shift in focus has become a 
challenge for some because it requires faculty to rethink how the traditional views of faculty 
work align (or do not align) with a changing educational environment where accountability has 
become increasingly important (Hutchings, 2010; Levin, Kater, & Wagoner, 2006; McDaniel, 
Felder, Gordon, Hrutka, & Quinn, 2000; O’Banion, 1997; O’Meara, Kaufman, & Kuntz, 2003; 
Townsend & Twombly, 2007).   
Community college faculty members are one segment of higher education that is 
particularly challenged by this new environment of accountability and the demands for SLOA 
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(Bers, 2004; Ewell, 2011; Grubb& Associates, 1999; Nunley et al., 2011; Townsend & 
Twombly, 2007).  Among those challenges are the broader missions of community colleges, the 
diverse student populations with multiple educational objectives, limited professional support 
(such as institutional researchers), and large numbers of adjunct faculty (Nunley et al., 2011; 
Seybert, 2002).  Program-level assessment is also more difficult at community colleges because, 
unlike in 4-year institutions, the definition of a program is sometimes neither clear nor consistent 
(Bers, 2004).  For example, in the community college setting, a program may be defined as a 
sequence of prescribed courses that leads to a recognized associate degree or certificate, as the 
general education component of an associate degree, as a group of courses in a specific 
discipline, as precollegiate or remedial courses housed in a specific department, or as any 
number of special programs designed to serve a select student group.  This multiplicity of 
activities, all referred to as programs, can have a significant impact on how assessment is 
conducted, which presents a unique challenge for designing assessment strategies in the 
community college setting (Bers, 2004).   
Through the years, many scholars have described the importance of faculty involvement 
in the implementation of successful outcomes assessment plans (Banta, 1999a, 1999b, 2002; 
Banta, Lund, Black, & Oblander, 1996; Ewell, 2009; Gold et al., 2011; Gray, 1997; Grunwald & 
Peterson, 2003; Hutchings, 2010; Paloma & Banta, 1999; Peterson, Einarson, Trice, & Nichols, 
1997; Schilling & Schilling, 1998).  Conversely, if an institution’s assessment efforts fail, faculty 
involvement may be one factor that contributes to that failure.  Paloma and Banta (1999) linked 
the lack of faculty involvement to faculty resistance.  They identified three Rs—responsibility, 
resources, and rewards—as necessary to overcome the fourth R—faculty resistance.  Woldt 
(2004) contended that most institutions have not provided sufficient evidence that the assessment 
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of student learning outcomes has a positive impact on institutional improvement.  Hoey and 
Nault (2002) identified faculty members’ lack of trust in factors such as organizational motives 
for assessment, leadership support, and uncertainty about how assessment data would be used as 
barriers to the implementation of campus-wide assessment.  Grunwald and Peterson (2003) 
suggested that one challenge to engaging faculty in the assessment of student learning was that 
little delineation exists between assessment for accountability and assessment for improvement 
of student learning.  When faculty members view SLOA as linked to accountability only, they 
are less likely to become engaged.  As Smith (2005) explained, “The model of assessment as a 
mandate, which relies on fear rather than faculty empowerment, will fail to foster true faculty 
engagement in assessment” (p. 9).   
Gray (1997) contended that resistance can be linked to the perception faculty have that 
the motive for assessment of student learning outcomes is an external mandate and that they 
consider the requirements for assessment put forth by accreditors and policy makers to be 
criticisms of educational institutions and their programs; faculty perceive these criticisms to be a 
threat to their independence and relative autonomy as educators.  Likewise, in the report on the 
survey of provosts or chief academic officers at all regionally accredited, undergraduate degree-
granting institutions conducted by the National Institute for Learning Outcomes Assessment 
(NILOA), Kuh and Ikenberry (2009) found that  
many faculty members interpret calls for documenting outcomes at the program or 
institution level—if not as an outright threat—as redundant or worse: a waste of time and 
resources more profitably invested elsewhere.  Thus, it is not surprising that gaining 
faculty cooperation and engagement is at the top of the provosts’ wish list. (p. 26) 
 
Gray (1997) recommended the concerns-based adoption model (CBAM) as a framework 
for working with faculty to encourage their participation in assessment activities.  Developed in 
the late 1970s, the CBAM was initially developed to study teachers’ responses to externally 
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mandated changes in curriculum and instruction at the K-12 level.  It examines the 
developmental and learning processes people experience when asked to implement something 
new.  The CBAM defines the developmental process as one that occurs in three dimensions: 
Stages of Concern (SoC), Levels of Use (LoU), and Innovation Components (IC; Horsley & 
Loucks-Horsley, 1998).  The SoC is the primary dimension of the CBAM and addresses the 
developmental sequence individuals experience as they adopt a change or implement an 
innovation.  The LoU describes the behavior of individuals as they prepare to use, begin to use, 
and develop expertise in the use of the innovation.  In combination, the SoC and the LoU provide 
a description of the dynamics of an individual involved in change, with one dimension (SoC) 
focusing on feelings and the other (LoU) focusing on performance.  The IC identifies the specific 
parts of a change or innovation.  Although the IC component of the CBAM provides useful 
information when examining teachers’ responses to change, it extends beyond the phenomenon 
that has been defined as the problem of this study and is therefore not considered relevant to this 
research.  The CBAM provides an opportunity to examine the relationship between faculty 
members’ concerns about SLOA and their level of use or involvement in assessment activities.   
A second framework that offers means of measuring faculty involvement in SLOA is 
presented in a study by Grunwald and Peterson (2003).  In phase III of the National Center for 
Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI) project, they developed a conceptual framework to explain 
the relationships between external influences, institutional factors, and faculty characteristics to 
predict faculty involvement in and satisfaction with an institution’s assessment efforts.  Among 
these factors are faculty attitudes toward SLOA.  Grunwald and Peterson’s (2003) conceptual 
framework suggests that when one is able to understand faculty attitudes toward and satisfaction 
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with SLOA within the context of their respective institutions, one has the potential to enhance 
faculty involvement in assessment activities. 
This research combines the CBAM and the framework developed by Grunwald and 
Peterson (2003) to provide a lens through which to measure faculty attitudes and concerns about 
their SLOA.  Both of these frameworks promote the hypothesis that a relationship exists between 
faculty members’ attitudes and concerns and their level of use of and involvement in SLOA; 
therefore, the two frameworks are appropriate for examining this problem.   
Purpose of the Study 
The assessment of student learning outcomes is an essential component of institutional 
accreditation and of demonstrating institutional effectiveness to policy makers and the public.  
Faculty involvement is a critical component of a successful assessment program (AAHE, 1991; 
Banta, 1999a, 1999b, 2002; Gold et al., 2011; Gray, 1997; Grunwald & Peterson, 2003; Huba & 
Freed, 2000; Hutchings, 2010; López, 1999; Suskie, 2009).  In spite of this critical role, gaining 
faculty involvement continues to be a challenge for many institutions (Hutchings, 2010; Kuh & 
Ikenberry, 2009).  Some attribute the lack of faculty involvement to faculty resistance (Hoey & 
Nault, 2002; Kuh & Banta, 2000; Peterson, Einarson, Trice, & Nichols, 1997), whereas others 
(Gray, 1997; Grunwald & Peterson, 2003) attribute the lack of faculty involvement to the 
attitudes and concerns faculty have as they experience the change brought on by the external 
mandates of SLOA.  Additionally, research suggests there are differences in faculty attitudes, 
concerns, and levels of involvement based on the faculty’s tenure status, number of years of 
employment at the institution, and academic discipline (Angelo & Cross, 1993; Ewell, 2009; 
Grunwald & Peterson, 2003; Jacobson, 2001; Koslowski, 2005; Neumann et al., 2002).  This 
study sought to describe the attitudes and concerns that community college faculty have about 
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SLOA and explore the relationship between these attitudes and concerns and faculty members’ 
level of involvement in assessment activities.  Faculty tenure status, number of years employed 
at the institution, and academic discipline were examined to identify whether these 
characteristics relate to faculty attitudes and concerns and level of involvement in assessment 
activities.  
Research Questions 
The following research questions and associated subordinate questions guided the study: 
1. What attitudes do community college faculty have about SLOA? 
a. What are the differences in attitudes based on respondent demographics of tenure 
status, years employed at the institution, and academic discipline? 
2. What concerns do community college faculty have about SLOA? 
a. What are the differences in concerns based on the respondent demographics of 
tenure status, years employed at the institution, and academic discipline? 
3. What is the level of involvement of community college faculty in SLOA?  
a. What are the differences in levels of involvement based on the respondent 
demographics of tenure status, years employed at the institution, and academic 
discipline? 
4. What is the relationship between community college faculty members’ attitudes about 
SLOA and their level of involvement? 
5. What is the relationship between community college faculty members’ concerns about 
SLOA and their level of involvement? 
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Significance of the Research 
Accrediting organizations once encouraged institutions to conduct the SLOA, whereas 
now it has become a requirement (MSCHE, 2011; NCA-HLC, 2010b; NEASC, 2011; NWCCU, 
2010; SACSCOC, 2010; WASC-ACCJC, 2009).  Assessment has now become an “unavoidable 
condition of doing business” because of increasingly vigorous demands for continuous 
improvement and public accountability (Ewell, 2002, p. 22).  Furthermore, it is essential that 
members of the higher education community take collective responsibility for the planning and 
implementation of decisions that foster student achievement (Ewell, 2002, p. 24).  
Improvement of student learning is the ultimate goal of assessment, and faculty have a 
critical role in an institution’s assessment activities.  This is especially true for those institutions 
accredited by the Higher Learning Commission (HLC), as is clearly indicated by the 
Commission Statement on Assessment of Student Learning: “Faculty members, with meaningful 
input from students and strong support from the administration and governing board, should have 
the fundamental role in developing and sustaining systematic assessment of student learning” 
(NCA-HLC, 2003, ¶ 3).  López (2002) also stated that the most effective assessment programs 
“should emerge from and be sustained by a faculty and administrative commitment to excellent 
teaching and effective learning” (p. 357).  Banta (2002) contended that “research on assessment 
questions should identify the qualities, characteristics, or circumstances that inhibit or facilitate 
the use of assessment information” (p. 65).   
Much has been written about the methods faculty use when conducting SLOA and how 
they use the results.  Very little research, however, has been done that examines the attitudes and 
concerns faculty might have about SLOA and the potential relationship between these attitudes 
and concerns and faculty members’ level of involvement.  This research will contribute to the 
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scholarship on assessment and help community college administrators, faculty leaders, and other 
stakeholders in higher education gain a better understanding of the attitudes and beliefs related to 
faculty involvement in SLOA.  This study is particularly significant for community college 
administrators and faculty because community colleges are the institutions that provide 
instruction to almost 40% of all undergraduates and a high percentage of students of color.  
Many of these students are enrolled while still in high school through participation in dual-credit 
or dual-enrollment programs.  Some of these students will transfer to 4-year institutions at some 
point, or they may be enrolled concurrently in both a community college and a 4-year institution.  
Others will enter the workforce immediately after completing coursework.  Considering the 
important and highly diverse role community colleges play in higher education, as typified by 
these diverse enrollment patterns, it is appropriate that we know more about the faculty who 
teach in this environment and their commitment to the assessment of student learning (Townsend 
& Twombly, 2007). 
Definition of Terms 
Faculty Attitudes   
Using questions from the Institutional Climate for Student Assessment developed by 
NCPI, faculty attitudes is operationalized for this study as faculty feelings about the benefits of 
student learning outcomes assessment, faculty control over student assessment, and faculty 
reluctance to engage in student learning outcomes assessment (Grunwald & Peterson, 2003) 
Concern   
A concern is a composite description of the various motivations, perceptions, attitudes, 
feelings, and thoughts experienced by a person in relation to an innovation (Hall & George, 
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1979).  It encompasses the questions, uncertainties, and possible resistance that teachers may 
have in response to new situations, changing demands, or both (van den Berg & Ros, 1999). 
Involvement  
Involvement means being engaged as a participant (“Involvement,” 2007).  For the 
purposes of this study, the level of involvement is defined as the degree to which a faculty 
member is knowledgeable about and actively engaged in assessment activities. 
Student Learning Outcomes Assessment 
 Student learning outcomes assessment refers to the process of gathering and discussing 
information from multiple and diverse sources to develop a deep understanding of what students 
know, understand, and can do with their knowledge because of their educational experiences.  
The process culminates when assessment results are used to improve subsequent learning (Huba 
& Freed, 2000; Schilling & Schilling, 1998).   
Delimitations of the Research 
 This study is delimited to full-time teaching faculty employed at four community colleges 
in Illinois that are accredited by the HLC.  These colleges are a subgroup of the 11 Illinois 
community colleges participating in the HLC’s Academy for Assessment of Student Learning.  
The original sample included two additional community colleges, but those colleges declined to 
participate in the study. 
Limitations of the Research 
A limitation of this study is that the participant population is restricted to full-time faculty 
assigned exclusively to teaching responsibilities.  This parameter was established because, even 
though all faculty members at community colleges are affected by federal and state mandates for 
assessment, full-time teaching faculty are typically assigned greater responsibilities for planning 
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and implementing assessment than are part-time faculty or other full-time faculty without 
teaching responsibilities.  Given the large number of adjunct faculty currently employed by 
community colleges, the exclusion of adjunct faculty from this study may result in a limited view 
of faculty concerns about engagement in SLOA activities. 
Another limitation is the small number of four community colleges in one state, Illinois, 
and the specific locations of these community colleges in the state.  Differences in size of these 
institutions and their geographic locales (e.g., suburban, small urban, and rural) may influence 
faculty attitudes and involvement in ways that this study cannot determine. Faculty concerns may 
also vary depending on institutional practices and support for assessment despite common state 
requirements for program review.  Readers should take these factors into account when 
reviewing the findings and considering their generalizability to other community college settings. 
Organization of the Dissertation 
The Introduction is followed by four chapters.  Chapter 2 presents a review of the areas 
of literature that are relevant to this research: a historical background of the assessment 
movement, faculty involvement in SLOA, and the conceptual frameworks used to guide the 
study.  Chapter 3 describes the design and methods used to conduct the research.  Chapter 4 
presents the findings to address the research questions, and Chapter 5 provides conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations for future research.   
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
 Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature related to faculty attitudes and concerns 
about student learning outcomes assessment (SLOA).  The first section describes the demands 
for educational reform that have resulted in mandates for SLOA as a criterion for accreditation.  
The second section reviews faculty involvement in SLOA, and the third section provides a brief 
description of the concerns-based adoption model (CBAM) and the National Center for 
Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI) conceptual framework used to guide the study.  On-campus 
and online library databases, such as ERIC, Webcat, and EBSCO, were used to locate books and 
journals related to these topics.  Other research was identified through searches of ProQuest 
Digital Dissertations using multiple key words, such as attitudes, assessment, accountability, 
accreditation, community college faculty, concerns-based adoption model, faculty engagement, 
and quality.   
Student Learning Outcomes Assessment 
Assessment proponents agree that faculty involvement is a critical component of valid 
and effective assessment of student learning outcomes (Banta, 1999a, 1999b, 2002; Banta, Lund, 
Black, & Oblander, 1996; Ewell, 2009; Gold, Rhoades, Smith, & Kuh, 2011; Gray, 1997; 
Grunwald & Peterson, 2003; Hutchings, 2010; Paloma & Banta, 1999; Peterson, Einarson, Trice, 
& Nichols, 1997; Schilling & Schilling, 1998).  The research and practice literature is filled with 
articles about the importance of faculty participation, and it has been identified as the “key to 
assessment’s impact ‘on the ground’—in classrooms where teachers and students meet” 
(Hutchings, 2010, p. 6).  Recognizing that the assessment of student learning outcomes is now a 
condition of higher education, faculty unions have come forward with an affirmation that faculty 
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“must have a central role in determining how it is to be done, and how the results are used” 
(Gold et al., 2011).  Union representatives have gone on to say, however, that although the 
unions are not opposed to the use of student learning results for accountability purposes, they 
would prefer these be used to enhance the quality of the student experience.  
This statement by union representatives on the preferred use of assessment results 
demonstrates an acknowledgement among those who work in higher education that student 
learning outcomes assessment has dual purposes: accountability and improvement.  Assessment 
for accountability is considered to be the requirement to hold an institution accountable to 
demonstrate with evidence that it has met an established standard for student learning outcomes.  
It is summative in nature and usually has a focus toward compliance.  Assessment for 
improvement has the opposite set of incentives.  Its purpose is to detect deficiencies so they can 
be acted on and improved.  It is formative in its approach, with an internal focus on engagement 
by the faculty, staff, and administrators (Ewell, Paulson, & Kinzie, 2011).  Each of these views 
has its own approach, and the adoption of only one of these perspectives will greatly influence 
institutional choices about what and how to assess, how to organize assessment, and how to 
communicate assessment results.  The perspective and approach can also have an influence on 
the attitudes of faculty and staff, which in turn can influence their levels of involvement in 
assessment activities.  When faculty perceive that assessment is linked to accountability only, 
they are less likely to become engaged in the process (Grunwald & Peterson, 2003).   
But does SLOA really have two purposes and are these perspectives truly just “trains 
running on parallel tracks” (Ewell, 2009, p. 4), or do both purposes have the same intent: to 
improve student learning and to provide evidence that institutions are accomplishing that goal?  
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An examination of the historical context of the assessment movement will assist in answering 
this question. 
The Assessment Movement 
In 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Higher Education published its 
report, A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Education Reform.  Written at a time when the 
quality movement was gaining momentum in the corporate sector, the 1983 report brought 
attention to purported deficiencies in an educational system that had previously been considered 
by many to be one of the best in the world (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 
1983).  Targeted primarily at the elementary and secondary levels, the report provided evidence 
of a serious decline in the quality of America’s educational system.  Findings showed that 
between the years 1963 and 1980, average verbal scores on the College Board’s Scholastic 
Aptitude Test fell more than 50 points, and average mathematics scores declined by nearly 40 
points.  Additionally, the report disclosed evidence that business and military leaders were 
required to spend millions of dollars on remedial education and training programs in such basic 
skills as reading, writing, spelling, and computation.  This complaint was especially poignant 
because those deficiencies were identified at a time when the demand for highly skilled workers 
in the computer and technology industries was increasing rapidly.  Because of these findings, 
federal and state interventions stressed standardized testing, more rigorous high school 
graduation requirements, and minimum learning standards for higher education (Lazerson, 
Wagener, & Shumanis, 2000).   
Through the years, these demands for accountability have continued to have a national 
focus and as a result have been one factor that has presented the widest range of challenges for 
colleges and universities (Shavelson, 2007).  Two groups have had particularly strong interests 
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and both have led the calls for accountability.  The first group is comprised of students and 
parents whose concern for accountability is based on the need to earn a college degree, yet who 
find the increasing costs associated with accomplishing that goal daunting.  According to a 2003 
report from the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, state spending for 
public colleges and universities declined significantly, yet tuition and mandatory fee charges at 
4-year public institutions increased in every state.  Institutions in Massachusetts increased tuition 
by 24%, whereas those in Iowa, Missouri, and Texas increased charges by 20%.  Sixteen states 
reported increases of more than 10%.  Community college tuition and mandatory fees also 
increased significantly in all states but California and Maine.  Ten states registered increases of 
more than 10%, whereas both Massachusetts and South Carolina increased their charges by 26% 
(Trombley, 2003).  Cuts in state aid to students and campuses, coupled with the diminished 
capacity of students and families to pay for college, threaten the access to higher education for 
low-income students.  Reduced access results in even greater inequities in college enrollment and 
degree completion, which have a direct impact on the economic status of those individuals (Kuh 
& Ikenberry, 2009).  These concerns about the increasing costs of higher education have 
contributed significantly to the continued erosion of public confidence in higher education and 
the increased demands for accountability and transparency (U.S. Department of Education, 
2006).   
The second, and most influential, group interested in accountability and educational 
reform includes both state and federal governments.  Much of the reason for this lies in the 
economic contribution of higher education and the financial support provided by states and 
federal entities.  The economic pressures brought on by rapid technological changes and 
globalization in the last several decades have led to increased pressure for business leaders to 
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scrutinize the costs associated with both corporate and public enterprises that are being supported 
by their taxes.  This has included education because education has historically been extremely 
well supported financially through both state and federal resources.  It has also increasingly been 
seen as the key to business and economic competitiveness.  In short, business leaders have 
applied political pressure to have educational institutions “pay more attention to quality control, 
customer satisfaction, and other ‘outcomes’ of their activities” (Zumeta, 2001, p. 157).  These 
“outcomes,” when translated into educational terms, equate with proof of student learning.  
Acknowledging that the demands for accountability by external stakeholders were not 
going to go away, the states and accrediting organizations began to take steps to respond.  By the 
end of the 1980s, more than 40 states required public colleges and universities to assess student 
learning outcomes, and by 1990, all the regional and programmatic accreditors had included 
assessment in their approval criteria, a requirement that still exists today (Provezis, 2010).  By 
2000, according to the American Association of Higher Education, the assessment of student 
learning had become “a condition of doing business” (Lazerson et al., 2000, p. 14).  This 
expectation, however, created two conflicts within the higher education community.  The first 
conflict was the external mandate of assessment versus institutional autonomy.  The second 
centered on the requirement to use standardized tests rather than campus-based assessments.  
Public officials favored statewide, standardized measurements of learning, which would provide 
the opportunity to compare institutional achievements and to use the results for budget purposes.  
Higher education associations and institutional representatives favored locally based faculty-
developed standards of measurement.  The higher education associations and institutional 
representatives won the debate, and even though most states continued to require the assessment 
of student learning, they gave institutions the flexibility to develop their own procedures and 
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processes to accomplish the task.  Although this allowed higher education institutions to 
maintain a high degree of autonomy and self-governance, it also proved to be an awesome task 
because it allowed for a variety of definitions regarding what constituted appropriate student 
learning and, consequently, effectiveness for the institution (Schilling & Schilling, 1998).  
Community College Challenges 
All institutional types have had to meet the challenges of establishing appropriate student 
learning standards and measures of institutional effectiveness. Some of these are common for all 
institutions and include determining what to measure, garnering institutional commitment, 
effectively engaging faculty, and identifying valid and reliable assessment instruments.  In 
addition to these, however, community colleges are presented with additional challenges that are 
not often faced by their four-year counterparts.  First among those challenges are the multiple 
missions of the community college and the accompanying diversity of enrollment patterns of the 
students.  Students attend community colleges for a number of reasons.  Among those reasons 
are the goal to complete a single course for personal enrichment or for career upgrading, to earn 
an associate’s degree or occupational certificate, or to complete lower-division courses to 
transfer to a four-year institution (Nunley et al., 2011; Townsend & Twombly, 2007). Because a 
number of these objectives can be accomplished without completing a formal program of study 
or even a prescribed sequence of courses, the assessment of student learning at any level other 
than in the individual classroom can be challenging.  
This presents another challenge community college faculty face which is the challenge of 
conducting assessment at the program level.  One of the primary purposes of assessment is to 
understand how educational programs are working and to determine if they are contributing to 
student growth and development (Palomba & Banta, 1999).   At community colleges, program 
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level assessment is common for those programs with external accreditation requirements but for 
those programs without specialized accreditation, it is more challenging.  In large part, this is due 
to the lack of a common definition of what actually constitutes a program.  In some community 
colleges, a program is a sequence of prescribed courses or an established curriculum that leads to 
a certificate or an associate degree.  Other colleges may identify a program as courses in a 
specific discipline, remedial courses, or special programs for selected students.  It could also be 
the general education component of an associate degree.  All of these could represent a program 
and would consequently impact the type of assessment to be conducted (Bers, 2004). 
The characteristics of community college students also present challenges for community 
college faculty when assessing student learning outcomes.  Many students who enroll at 
community colleges routinely enter with precollege level reading, writing, and math skills.  They 
also attend intermittently as they are faced with multiple demands placed on them as parents, 
employees, spouses, and/or caretakers of other family members.  For some, the role of student 
often assumes a lower priority than these other roles and that has a significant impact on their 
ability to participate in academic pursuits.  As a consequence, community college students often 
take years to complete the requirements for a degree or certificate.  Faced with these multiple 
factors, when attempting to conduct learning outcomes assessment, it is difficult for faculty to 
determine if, or how much, student learning has been affected by the complexity of the students’ 
lives as opposed to the delivery of the course content.  
Limited professional support for assessment, especially in the form of institutional 
research resources, also presents a challenge for community college assessment efforts.  Part of 
conducting effective assessment is having the ability to compile and analyze data.  This is a 
challenge for community college faculty as most of them do not have significant training in 
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either quantitative or qualitative research methodology.  Resources for conducting these tasks are 
routinely at a premium on most community college campuses and as a consequence, faculty may 
feel overwhelmed as they attempt to assume this administrative task. 
 Another challenge for community college assessment is the heavy reliance on adjunct 
faculty at most institutions.  According to the Illinois Community College Board, in Fall 2011 
adjunct faculty represented approximately 60 percent of the full-time teaching equivalents 
(ICCB, 2012a).  While these faculty have the same teaching credentials as their full-time 
counterparts, they are typically only paid to teach and to hold office hours for their students. 
They are not expected to perform other service to the institution.  These limited expectations 
make it difficult to encourage their engagement in assessment activities.  Additionally, those 
adjunct faculty who may be inclined to participate are often not available due to teaching 
responsibilities at other institutions or full-time employment.  They are also not routinely invited 
to participate in faculty development or departmental meetings where assessment may be 
discussed or designed.  
One of the final challenges to assessment that is unique to community colleges is the 
widespread presence of faculty collective bargaining agreements that are in place.  In Illinois, 
faculty at 36 of the 39 community colleges is represented by one of the national faculty unions.  
The remaining three colleges have local faculty associations or teachers’ unions (ICCB, 2012b).   
When faculty are represented by collective bargaining agreements faculty work conditions must 
be negotiated and this includes anything that might be prompted by changes in regional 
accreditation requirements including participation in assessment activities.    
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Accreditation and Assessment 
 In 1999, an entire volume of Assessment Update focused on the strengthening linkage 
between assessment and accreditation (Banta, 1999b).  The volume contained articles describing 
institution-wide assessment programs that had been designed primarily to meet regional 
accreditation requirements, and it discussed assessment as shaped by accreditation initiatives.  
This would lead one to believe that, at that time, a number of institutions were conducting 
assessment primarily to meet accreditation requirements.  Today, assessment has gained a 
legitimacy that was not part of the assessment movement in the 1990s, but for a number of 
institutions, meeting accreditation requirements is still the driving force behind their assessment 
efforts (Ewell, 2009; Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009; Provezis, 2010).   
 In the early years of the assessment movement, regional accrediting organizations granted 
a certain degree of autonomy to institutions as they developed their assessment programs.  This 
was done in recognition of the diversity in mission and purpose of the hundreds of higher 
education institutions represented by these organizations.  In recent years, however, accreditation 
standards have become more explicit in their requirements for assessment, and although the 
criteria may vary in detail from one regional accrediting body to another, all use remarkably 
similar criteria when considering their policies and approaches to SLOA (MSCHE, 2011; NCA-
HLC, 2010b; NEASC, 2011; NWCCU, 2010; Provezis, 2010; SACSCOC, 2010; WASC-
ACCJC, 2009).   
 Among the commonalities is the requirement by all regional accrediting organizations to 
have their student learning outcomes defined, articulated, assessed, and used to guide 
institutional improvement.  In earlier years of the assessment movement, institutions were able to 
simply have an assessment plan or be in the planning stages of their assessment processes to 
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meet accreditation standards.  Today’s standards require institutions to state clearly their learning 
outcomes, be collecting evidence of student learning outcomes, and be using that evidence to 
improve teaching and learning.  Additionally, all the regional accreditors expect institutions to 
use the information gained from assessment to facilitate institutional improvement.   
 Every accreditor now has the requirement that colleges and universities need to embed 
the assessment process into activities already taking place on the campus and that assessment 
should be supported by an institutional commitment from the top leadership and through the 
institution’s financial resources.  Accreditors recognize the need for assessment processes that 
reflect the uniqueness of the individual institution, and although they do not have prescribed 
models, all accreditors do provide guidance and structure for the possible ways institutions can 
engage in the process and provide data for accreditation purposes.  One accreditor, the Higher 
Learning Commission (HLC) of the North Central Association, offers two such programs—the 
Academic Quality Improvement Program (AQIP) and the Academy for Assessment of Student 
Learning. 
 AQIP is the Commission’s alternative to the traditional accrediting process; it aims to 
“infuse the principles and benefits of continuous improvement into the culture of colleges and 
universities” (NCA-HLC, 2007).  It is based on principles common to other quality improvement 
programs, such as total quality management, continuous improvement, Six Sigma, and ISO 9000 
registration.  Institutions participating in AQIP must meet the traditional HLC criteria for 
accreditation, but they do so through a series of ongoing activities characterizing organizations 
striving to improve their performance through continuous quality improvements.  This is in 
contrast to the more traditional path of accreditation, the Program to Evaluate and Advance 
Quality (PEAQ), which occurs at 10-year intervals.  PEAQ uses a four-step comprehensive 
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evaluation process to determine the accreditation status of an institution, and the process occurs 
every 10 years.  It consists of the traditional self-study, an evaluation by a team of peer 
reviewers, a review of the documentation and the findings of the review team by a decision-
making body, and a final determination for accreditation by the HLC.  Unlike the PEAQ process, 
AQIP institutions do not prepare a self-study document but instead develop a systems portfolio, 
in which they examine and report on all the key process and goals for the institution.  Nine 
comprehensive categories are addressed in the systems portfolio, and all give each institution an 
opportunity to fully describe the processes and systems in place in order to demonstrate the 
ongoing quality efforts of the organization.  Given that the top priority among these is Category 
1, Helping Students Learn, AQIP institutions demonstrate their ongoing quality improvement 
efforts by adopting a series of action projects designed to identify targeted improvement efforts.  
The identification of action projects is a method of strengthening an organization’s commitment 
to continuous improvement; educating and motivating faculty, staff, and administrators; and 
improving the systems and processes that are essential to achieving the institution’s goals.  The 
identified action projects are reported to the HLC, and each institution is required to have three 
to four projects identified and ongoing at all times.  One of the projects must address Category 1, 
Helping Students Learn.  Progress on action projects is reported to the HLC on an annual basis, 
and feedback from the Commission is provided to the institutional representatives.  The constant 
requirement to have an identified action project addressing student learning provides an 
opportunity for AQIP institutions to demonstrate success with their SLOA activities and to 
receive assistance from the Commission if their efforts are not meeting HLC standards. 
 The second way the HLC is providing assistance to their member institutions is through 
its Academy for Assessment of Student Learning.  The Academy is a 4-year sequence of events 
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and interactions that are focused on SLOA and are targeted to accelerate and advance an 
institution’s efforts to assess and improve student learning.  The Academy offers a range of 
services designed to provide institutions with structured experiences that will help shape their 
assessment strategies (NCA-HLC, 2010c).  It is designed to build institution-wide commitment 
to the assessment of student learning.  Participation in the Academy is voluntary, and for those 
institutions maintaining accreditation through the HLC’s PEAQ process, it may be used to satisfy 
the requirement for mandated progress reports, monitoring reports, and focused visits on 
assessment of student learning.  Mandatory progress and monitoring reports, as well as focused 
visits, are usually required because of negative findings during a review by the HLC for PEAQ 
institutions pursuing reaccreditation.  Successful participation in the Academy can be used as a 
means of assistance for PEAQ institutions seeking to demonstrate improvement in the area of 
SLOA, which is a requirement for maintaining continued accreditation.  For those institutions 
using the AQIP accreditation process, the Academy may serve in place of one or more of the 
required action projects targeted for Category 1, Helping Students Learn (NCA-HLC, 2010c).   
Year 1 of the Academy is focused on assisting an institution in designing and launching 
its SLOA strategies.  It consists of participation in an informational planning workshop and an 
academy roundtable, at which a professional assessment mentor works with the institutional 
team to develop short-term and long-term goals.  Years 2 through 4 of the academy are designed 
to assist the institution with implementing and tracking the progress of its assessment strategies.  
A second mentor is assigned at the beginning of the second year, and this mentor provides 
ongoing feedback and services to the institution.  Participating institutions are encouraged to 
display their work at the Learning Exchange and Showcase workshops at the Commission’s 
annual meeting.  Approximately 8 to 12 months before completing the Academy, mentors and 
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visiting scholars of the Commission conduct a check-in conference to review the work of the 
institution and ensure that the Academy is meeting the needs of the Commission and the 
institution.  The check-in conference provides a midterm progress briefing for those institutions 
pursuing the Academy in lieu of conducting Commission interim monitoring. 
At the end of the fourth year of participation, all Academy institutions participate in a 
Results Forum.  The Results Forum has four primary purposes: (a) to showcase institutional 
learning and results; (b) to document assessment results, which includes a formalized peer 
review for those institutions participating in the Academy in lieu of undergoing Commission 
monitoring; (c) to design the next strategies for an institution to sustain its assessment efforts; 
and (d) to explore the contexts for student learning and assessment in an era of accountability 
and access.  Institutions are encouraged to work with other institutions that have conducted 
similar projects in an attempt to foster networking and potential partnerships between the 
institutions. Participation in the Academy is open to all institutions accredited by the HLC 
(NCA-HLC, 2010c).  
 As evidenced by the opportunities provided by the HLC for institutions to receive 
guidance and structure for their assessment efforts, the accrediting organizations do not intend to 
be restrictive in their standards for SLOA, but instead want to encourage institutions to be 
creative in their processes and to develop systems that will best meet the needs of the institutions 
and the students they serve.  And although they afford some flexibility in an institution’s 
methods of assessment, they do have common expectations for who should be involved in the 
process.  In a recent study on regional accreditation and student learning outcomes, it was 
determined that most regional accreditors articulate expectations for faculty involvement in 
assessment in their standards (Provezis, 2010).  All the regional associations except one 
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(Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, Commission on Colleges) stipulate the 
requirement for faculty involvement.  Common expectations for faculty involvement include the 
requirement for faculty to: (1) define the learning outcomes, (2) determine the evaluation 
methods, and (3) create plans for using the results for improvement of student learning (MSCHE, 
2011; NCA-HLC, 2010b; NEASC, 2011; NWCCU, 2010; WASC-ACCJC, 2009).  One example 
of the expectation comes from Middle States Commission on Higher Education standards, which 
state, “Because the faculty guide decisions about the curriculum and pedagogy, the effective 
assessment of student learning is similarly guided by the faculty and supported by the 
administration” (MSCHE, 2011, p. 66).  Another example comes from New England Association 
of Schools and Colleges standards, which state, “Responsibilities of teaching faculty include 
instruction and the systematic understanding of effective teaching/learning processes and 
outcomes in courses and programs for which they share responsibility” (NEASC, 2011, p. 14).  
Clearly, there is an expectation by accreditors that faculty play an role in the assessment of 
student learning outcomes.  
Progress of the Assessment Movement 
 By the late1990s, efforts from the assessment movement had produced some results, but 
according to some, these were still not accomplishing what had initially been expected, which 
was to improve institutional quality, to make the higher education community more accountable, 
and to improve student learning (Angelo, 1999, 2002; Gray, 1997; Peterson & Augustine, 
2000a).  Ewell (1997) suggested two reasons for this: first was the lack of a common 
understanding of what collegiate learning really means and what strategies and circumstances are 
most likely to promote it, and second was that institutions have attempted to implement 
assessment programs in a piecemeal fashion both within and across the organization.  In spite of 
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these criticisms and the perception that assessment, as a reform initiative, had failed to provide 
any substantial proof of institutional improvement, the number of institutions participating in 
assessment increased significantly during the first decade of the assessment movement.  
According to a Campus Trends survey conducted by the American Council of Education in 
1987, the number of institutions claiming to have established an assessment program was 
approximately 55%.  A repeat of this survey in 1993 indicated a level of involvement of 
approximately 98% (El-Khawas, 1993; Ewell, 2002).  Institutions currently continue to report 
high levels of involvement in SLOA, and approximately three fourths of institutions participating 
in a recent survey indicated they have common learning outcomes for all undergraduate students 
(Hart Research Associates, 2009; Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009).   
In 1997, in an attempt to determine just how far the assessment movement had extended, 
the NCPI began a study to examine the effectiveness of using evidence of student learning 
outcomes as an instrument for improving student learning.  The study was designed to be 
conducted in three phases.  Phase I was an extensive literature review on the organizational and 
administrative support for student assessment at postsecondary institutions.  The literature review 
provided a foundation for the project and culminated in the development of a conceptual 
framework for institutional support of student assessment.  This framework was used to provide 
the structure for Phase II, a national survey of organizational and administrative patterns of 
assessment.  Conducted in 1998, the survey was sent to the chief academic officers at 2,524 
nonproprietary 2- and 4-year institutions in the United States.  It was designed to use the seven 
conceptual domains that emerged in Phase I to explore patterns of student assessment and 
institutional support for it.  The domains were external influences, institutional approaches, 
institutional support, assessment management policies and practices, institutional context, and 
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the uses and effects of student assessment information.  With a response rate of 55%, the survey 
revealed that, depending on the item measured, between 74% and 96% of respondents reported 
collecting some type of student assessment data.  Data collected included information on 
progress to degree, basic college readiness skills, academic intentions, and student satisfaction 
with their undergraduate experience.  Only one third of the institutions surveyed, however, 
reported assessing students’ higher order learning skills, affective development, or professional 
skills.  The use of other assessments, such as student portfolios, capstone projects, and 
observations of student performance, were infrequent, and according to Lazerson et al. (2000), 
the “most disappointing finding” of all was the fact that most institutions rarely used their 
assessment data to inform academic decision making (p. 15), and very few monitored its impact 
on institutional performance (NCPI, n.d.). 
 Phase III of the 1997 NCPI project was a comparative case study focused on the faculty 
perspective on assessment.  The study examined seven different institutions identified during 
Phase II as having extensive involvement in and support patterns for assessment.  Researchers 
examined institutional documents, conducted interviews, and gathered other relevant information 
to explore the institutions’ approaches to conducting assessment and examine how the results of 
those assessments were being used.  Two hundred randomly selected tenure-track faculty 
members were also surveyed to gain their perspectives on their involvement and satisfaction with 
outcomes assessment at their respective institutions.  The survey and interviews with faculty 
examined the seven concepts included in the original framework as well as an eighth concept 
focusing on the integration of assessment with academic management and educational 
improvement.  The eighth concept was added to address the dimension of teaching and learning 
(NCPI, n.d.; Peterson & Vaughn, 2002).  Recognizing some variance in the findings based on 
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institutional type, the authors produced four monographs to present the survey results for 
associate of arts institutions, baccalaureate institutions, comprehensive institutions, and doctoral 
and research institutions.  Common themes that emerged from the study included the fact that 
even though the majority of the institutions surveyed indicated that either accreditation mandates 
or state requirements provided the initial impetus for assessment, these external requirements had 
little impact on how student assessment was organized, promoted, supported, or used within the 
institution.  A second commonality was that assessment was found to work best when it served 
internal institutional purposes as well as external reporting requirements.  Third was the principle 
that linking assessment to its academic management processes and decision structures as well as 
its educational improvement processes was an effective way of serving the institution’s needs 
(NCPI, 2001). 
 It is interesting to note that even though the findings of the study indicated assessment 
that had an internal focus and that was oriented toward improving academic outcomes should 
have strong involvement by the faculty, relatively few institutions linked measures of student 
assessment to faculty classroom responsibilities.  In addition, the survey identified a lack of 
connection between faculty attitudes about assessment and institutional strategies to promote it.  
For example, 58% of the institutions surveyed used faculty governance committees to promote 
assessment, yet only 24% reported that faculty who were involved in faculty governance were 
supportive of assessment activities (“Landscape,” 1999).   
 Survey results also showed that on many campuses, the use of assessment data for 
academic planning was undermined by the lack of a corresponding commitment to holding 
faculty accountable for student performance.  When questioned about the extent to which various 
activities relating to student assessment existed at their institution, most respondents indicated 
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that, in at least some departments, data were used to conduct academic program planning, 
curriculum review, course-level review, and planning for student academic support.  Few 
departments, however, tied faculty evaluation, promotion, and rewards to improved student 
performance (“Landscape,” 1999).  It would appear, based on these findings, that faculty had 
little incentive to participate in assessment when evaluation of their performance was being 
based on other, more traditional criteria.  This lack of incentive for faculty participation could 
prove to be a barrier for those institutions seeking to garner faculty support for their assessment 
efforts.  According to most assessment literature, this is a critical factor for successful assessment 
programs (Banta, 1999b, 2002; Gray, 1997; Huba & Freed, 2000; López, 2002).   
A second national study on assessment was conducted in 2009 by the National Institute 
for Learning Outcomes Assessment (NILOA).  Using a survey designed as a means to provide a 
snapshot of the current state of SLOA, Kuh and Ikenberry (2009) polled the provosts or chief 
academic officers at all regionally accredited, undergraduate-degree-granting, 2- and 4-year 
institutions in the United States.  Representing 2,809 colleges and universities, these individuals 
were asked to respond to a series of questions about the assessment activities taking place at their 
institutions and how results of those activities were being used.  Survey questions focused on 
four broad areas: what learning outcomes were being measured, the assessment tools and 
approaches currently being used, the factors influencing assessment work, and other topics, such 
as what the institutions needed to enhance their efforts to assess student learning.  The 
questionnaire was initially administered online, followed by a paper version used to increase 
participation.  The total number of participants was 1, 518, or 53% of the original sample, and 
the characteristics of the participating institutions reflected the national profile of institutions 
within their institutional sectors, Carnegie classifications, and geographic regions.  Kuh and 
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Ikenberry (2009) suggested that the high response rate, combined with the characteristics of the 
responding institutions, provided a reasonable level of confidence for the results of the survey.  
The authors acknowledged, however, that the level of assessment being reported might have 
been overstated because it is conceivable that institutions that were more engaged in assessing 
student learning may have been more inclined to respond to the questionnaire than those 
institutions with less activity.   
 Results of the NILOA survey showed that almost three fourths of the institutions 
responding had established a common set of learning outcomes for all undergraduate students.  
This finding was consistent with the 2008 survey conducted by the Association of American 
Colleges and Universities, in which approximately 78% of Association of American Colleges 
and Universities member institutions reported having common learning outcomes for 
undergraduates (Hart Research Associates, 2009).  When exploring institutional approaches to 
assessment, the results of the NILOA survey revealed that the variation in approaches at both the 
institutional and program levels seemed to be consistent with the varied missions of the 
institutions.  For example, when compared with other institutional types, more private colleges 
and universities used alumni surveys; more public colleges and universities collected data about 
students from employers; community colleges and other associate-degree-granting institutions 
were more likely to use general knowledge assessments at the program level; and for-profit 
institutions were least likely of all types to collect information at the program level and tended to 
use more institutional-level assessment measures.   
To gain information about the most common uses of assessment data, the researchers 
asked provosts and chief academic officers to respond, on a 4-point scale (ranging from 1 = not 
at all to 4 = very much), to a list of commonly known uses.  Across all institution types, the two 
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uses ranked very closely at first and second (approximately 3.25) for accreditation purposes were 
institutional self-study and program self-study.  Ranked third, at approximately 2.7, was the use 
of assessment data to revise learning goals.  The use of assessment data for making decisions 
about resources, faculty and staff performance, and other matters received much lower scores, 
with use of data to evaluate faculty or staff merit pay receiving the lowest ranking, at 
approximately 1.4.   
When asked about what was needed to assess and use student learning outcomes 
information more effectively, provosts and chief academic officers were asked to select from 
seven factors: faculty engagement, more expertise, more finances, better tests, more information 
about assessment tools, more policy information, and presidential support.  The two greatest 
needs expressed by more than three fifths of the provosts and chief academic officers responding 
to the survey were increased faculty engagement and more expertise in assessment.  Once again, 
similar to the findings of the 1997 NCPI project, the NILOA study showed the lack of faculty 
participation as a major challenge to assessment efforts.  Recognizing that although the 
evaluation of student performance was already embedded in the everyday roles of teaching, Kuh 
and Ikenberry (2009) asserted that “many faculty members interpret calls for documenting 
outcomes at the program or institutional level—if not as an outright threat—as redundant or 
worse: a waste of time and resources more profitably invested elsewhere” (p. 26).  They argued 
that this challenge must be overcome if institutions hope to move forward in their assessment 
efforts. 
Faculty and Assessment 
Although there is little doubt that faculty involvement in assessment is important, little 
empirical research has been conducted through direct contact with faculty themselves that has 
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explored faculty involvement in the process.  Some of what has been done has examined 
assessment through an organizational effectiveness perspective (Evans, 2010; Hadden & Davies, 
2002; Peterson & Augustine, 2000b; Peterson et al., 1997; Welsh & Metcalf, 2003).  Faculty 
attitudes toward SLOA are included in this area of inquiry because faculty have the potential to 
affect the institution’s ability to engage successfully in quality improvement processes.  Welsh 
and Metcalf (2003) examined this when in fall 2000 they studied faculty and administrative 
support for institutional effectiveness at colleges accredited by the Southern Association of 
Colleges and Schools. They studied faculty and administrative perspectives along four possible 
variables:  perceived institutional motivation, perceived depth of institutional implementation, 
perceived definition of quality at the institution, and reported level of personal involvement.  A 
mail survey distributed to 1,232 faculty and academic administrators who served on committees 
to prepare for accreditation site visits between 1998 and 2000 yielded responses from 386 faculty 
and 294 academic administrators, a rate of more than 54% for each group.  Eighteen percent of 
the faculty indicated they had previous experience as an evaluator on an institutional 
accreditation visit, whereas 41% of the administrators reported having experience as an evaluator 
for a regional accrediting organization.  The data suggested that academic administrators were 
more likely than faculty to: (1) attribute greater importance to institutional effectiveness 
initiatives, (2) view institutional effectiveness activities as internally motivated, (3) view 
assessment activities as more deeply implemented, (4) define quality based on student outcomes, 
and (5) perceive greater levels of personal involvement.  Data analysis revealed that the variables 
interacted with one another, and the influence was different for faculty and administrators.  Two 
of the variables, perceived institutional motivation and personal level of involvement, were 
predictors for the belief in the importance of institutional effectiveness for both faculty and 
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administrators.  Welsh and Metcalf concluded that faculty support for institutional effectiveness 
activities depends on several factors.  Primary among these was the perspective that improving 
the institution’s programs and services was a more compelling reason to participate than the need 
to respond to external requirements.  Faculty support was also encouraged when faculty felt they 
were personally involved and that the institutional definition of quality was based on outcomes, 
not on resource inputs.  Welsh and Metcalf cited two limitations of their study.  First was that all 
faculty involved in the research were involved in Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
self-study processes.  Their involvement with only one regional accrediting group may have 
resulted in faculty reporting different attitudes from those in other accrediting groups.  Second 
was that faculty who have had experience with self-study steering committees may have 
different perspectives from those who had not had similar experiences.  As one respondent 
suggested, “administrators hand-pick faculty representatives on institutional effectiveness 
committees because of their predisposition to support administrative initiatives” (Welsh & 
Metcalf, 2003, p. 462). 
Grunwald and Peterson (2003) also explored the underlying institutional factors that 
predict faculty involvement in and satisfaction with institutional and classroom-based SLOA.  
Their study used data collected during Phase III of the Institutional Support for Student 
Assessment research project undertaken at the University of Michigan for the NCPI in 1997.  In 
this phase, seven institutions were selected for further study based on institutional type, 
accrediting region, institutional use of multiple approaches to student assessment, institutional 
support and promotion of learning outcomes assessment, and the active use of assessment data 
for academic decision making.  Within each institution, a random sample of 200 tenure-track 
faculty; academic and student affairs administrators involved with assessment; and institutional 
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research, evaluation, or assessment officers were surveyed using the Institutional Climate for 
Student Assessment (ICSA) instrument.  The survey was designed to assess respondents’ 
perceptions of their institution’s student assessment efforts and their own satisfaction with and 
involvement in SLOA efforts.  It included five dimensions of institutional support for 
assessment: (a) external influences on student assessment; (b) the institutional approach to 
student assessment; (c) the institution-wide strategy, support, and leadership for student 
assessment; (d) assessment management policies and practices; and (e) uses and effects of 
student assessment (Peterson, 2000).  Grumwald and Peterson considered only faculty responses 
for purposes of their study.  The overall response rate for faculty was approximately 30% (n = 
182), but the respondents were representative of faculty by rank, gender, and race at their 
institutions; therefore, weights to correct for nonresponses were not calculated in the findings.   
Four factor-driven dependent variable indices were used in the study: faculty satisfaction 
with the institutional approach to assessment, faculty satisfaction with the institutional support 
for assessment, faculty involvement with classroom or instructional assessment, and faculty 
involvement in institutional assessment.  Faculty members’ satisfaction with their institution’s 
approach to assessment was a rating of their satisfaction with the institution’s assessment 
methods, plans, policies, administrative support, and decision-making patterns.  Faculty 
satisfaction with institutional support for assessment was a rating of their satisfaction with the 
evaluation and rewards system, professional development opportunities, use of student 
assessment outcomes data, faculty leadership, and student support.  Faculty involvement with 
institutional assessment efforts was a self-reported measure of how often faculty engage in 
institution-wide assessment committees, policy setting, program and curriculum evaluations, 
institutional workshops, and departmental-level activities related to SLOA.  The final index was 
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faculty involvement with classroom instructional assessment activities.  This was based on 
faculty members’ personal involvement with SLOA and their use of active techniques, such as 
student portfolios, performance evaluations, and observations in the classroom (Grunwald & 
Peterson, 2003). 
The authors acknowledged some limitations to their study, with the first being the 
relatively small sample size resulting from the low response rate by faculty.  In addition, even 
though the sample included institutions of different types each under the control of different 
states and regional accrediting organizations, because all institutions were selected based on their 
active involvement in SLOA activities, the results may pertain only to institutions with similar 
patterns of involvement in assessment.  In spite of these limitations, however, the results 
provided valuable information for institutions as they attempt to encourage faculty participation 
in assessment.  Among their findings was the notion that faculty members’ satisfaction with their 
institution’s approach to student assessment was increased by institutional and managerial efforts 
that emphasized using results for institution-wide improvements.  Improvement in faculty 
satisfaction can be accomplished by placing greater emphasis on specific academic management 
activities, such as task forces and faculty committees; by giving more attention to using student 
assessment data when making decisions; and by promoting faculty interest in teaching and 
learning.  An additional finding was that gaining increased faculty involvement with SLOA 
requires a multilevel approach that includes educating faculty about and involving them with the 
external influences on student assessment, such as accreditation and state regulations.  In 
addition, institutions can provide faculty with professional development opportunities to learn 
more about assessment and can distribute evidence of the benefits of student assessment as other 
ways to promote faculty participation.  Grumwald and Peterson (2003) also found, however, that 
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increasing faculty involvement with classroom SLOA had the “most tenuous practical findings 
since the two predictors—promoting the benefits of student assessment and using it for faculty 
reward and promotion decision—may, in fact, be in conflict” (p. 202).  These authors recognized 
that introducing the notion that assessment data would be used in decisions regarding faculty 
salary and promotion was extremely sensitive and was often met with resistance by faculty.  It 
may also have had a negative influence on their perception of the benefits to be derived from the 
process. 
Another study examining faculty attitudes about SLOA was conducted by Ebersole 
(2009).  She used a qualitative method to study community college faculty members’ attitudes 
and their levels of engagement in outcomes assessment.  Using a semistructured format, she 
interviewed nine faculty members who had been active participants in course-level assessment 
projects.  Three of the participants had already begun the formal course-level assessment process 
but had not yet begun to use an assessment instrument.  Three participants had fully assessed 
their courses but had not yet implemented a recommended intervention, and three participants 
had completed all the stages of the assessment process.  Although her sample had diversity in 
discipline, gender, teaching experience, home campus, and assessment experience, there 
appeared to be no relationship in the results for discipline, gender, teaching experience, and 
home campus.  Results showed that across all participants, common themes occurred in the 
responses.  All interviewees could identify a clear purpose for assessment, although the more 
experienced faculty were able to identify broader applications to assessment results than were the 
less experienced faculty.  The overall attitude toward assessment was positive, but both time and 
communication were repeatedly mentioned as essential elements for the success of assessment 
projects.  Time was mentioned in regard to training as well as to conducting the assessment.  All 
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interviewees felt communication needed to be improved to involve departments and 
administrators in recognizing faculty work and acknowledging the direction assessment 
provides.  Levels of engagement were determined by faculty responses to their participation in 
assessment activities.  More experienced faculty mentioned participating in multiple assessment 
activities and described some of their activities as developmental as they looked for ways to 
improve their assessment techniques.  One significant finding of the study by Ebersole was the 
identifiable differences in attitudes toward assessment between faculty in the beginning stages of 
engagement and those in the middle stages.  The difference in stages was determined by the 
completion of data collection and by faculty completion of analysis in the assessment cycle.  
Beginning faculty were more likely to feel that widespread assessment was not possible and that 
it was valid only when handled in a more individualized manner and was smaller in scope.  
Faculty in the middle stage of assessment could see the results and were able to identify 
weaknesses in their assessment instruments.  They were able to emphasize the assessment 
process as opposed to just the results.  Consequently, the attitude toward institutional- or 
departmental-level assessment was more positive.  Ebersole’s findings suggested a relationship 
between faculty attitudes and engagement in assessment activities.  
Jacobson (2001) also studied faculty involvement and attitudes toward assessment in her 
survey of faculty at two public doctoral-level institutions.  Using a 45-item questionnaire, she 
collected data related to faculty involvement in course, department or division, and institution-
wide assessment practices; institutional climate toward student assessment; barriers related to 
faculty involvement; facilitators related to faculty involvement; and demographic information.  
The questionnaire was mailed to 593 faculty employed at two public doctoral-level institutions in 
one state.  One hundred thirty-five faculty provided usable responses to the survey.  The majority 
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of the faculty (73.1%) participating in the study had more than 7 years of experience.  Full 
professors represented the largest (34.1%) response group, and natural science faculty had the 
greatest (27.3%) representation among the academic department groups.  Some of her most 
significant findings were that faculty identified a higher level of involvement in course-level 
student assessment than in department or division or institution-wide assessment.  On an 
attitudinal scale of 1 to 5, with 1 representing strongly opposed and 5 representing 
enthusiastically embrace, faculty were more enthusiastic about within-course assessment (4.15 
on a 5-point scale), whereas attitudes toward departmental assessment were lower on the scale 
(3.78).  Attitudes toward institution-wide assessment were the lowest of the three, with a rating 
of 3.46.  Faculty identified lack of time as the barrier having the strongest effect on their 
involvement in student assessment activities, whereas the strongest facilitators for involvement 
were the use of assessment findings to improve learning, meaningful communication, and release 
time. 
Brocker (2007) examined faculty attitudes about specialized accreditation in an Internet-
based survey administered to faculty at schools accredited by the Association to Advance 
Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB).  Her survey, which was sent to all 21,050 tenured and 
tenure-track faculty of AACSB schools, resulted in 2,387 usable responses.  She used Ajzen’s 
theory of planned behavior as a conceptual framework for presenting the findings of the study.  
The theory of planned behavior suggests that the strength of personal motivation to engage in a 
particular behavior is determined by attitude, social support, and perceived controllability (as 
cited in Brocker, 2007).  Her research focused on the relationship between faculty behavior, 
normative and control beliefs, and faculty intentions and actual behavior toward assessment.  
Overall, Brocker (2007) found that most faculty perceived the standards of learning developed 
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by the AACSB to be “merely the first step to eliminating academic freedom and having 
administrators dictate what is to be taught and how it is to be taught” (p. 125).  Faculty were also 
skeptical that mandated assessment practices would provide better information for improvement 
than the practices faculty implemented on their own.  Her results indicated that although faculty 
were somewhat convinced of the need to be involved in the initial development and evaluation of 
learning outcomes, they were slightly less sure that doing so would enable them to participate 
more effectively in subsequent activities.  As in other studies, faculty in Brocker’s research 
indicated that a lack of time was a significant barrier to their participation and, even more 
prominently, that participation in assessment was a waste of what time was available.  One final 
finding of Brocker’s research was the fear faculty felt that they could be penalized based on their 
assessment results.  The following statement, as cited by Brocker, clearly shows this concern: 
Faculty are fatigued by constant evaluation of everything that we do.  It creates a feeling 
of being not trusted and of being micromanaged.  It creates an environment in which you 
worry constantly about negative evaluations.  There is a fear that assessment will be used 
to punish. (p. 132) 
 
Although the faculty in Brocker’s study were involved in assessment, their attitudes toward the 
process and the value it provided for the improvement of student learning were less than 
favorable.  Her results suggested that the primary barriers directly affecting faculty participation 
in SLOA were a lack of time, lack of reward, and fear of punishment.  She concluded that “even 
though faculty participate or intend to participate in assessment activities out of loyalty to their 
profession or their institutions, these perceived barriers often prevent them from taking 
ownership of the process or making a sincere commitment to the practice of assessment” 
(Brocker, 2007, p. 134). 
Brocker is not the first researcher to discover that faculty are often unwilling participants 
in the assessment of student learning outcomes.  Even though faculty participation in assessment 
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activities is critical and participation rates are increasing, there are assertions that a lack of 
faculty engagement continues to be a challenge for most institutions (Bird, 2001; Brakke & 
Brown, 2002; Dodeen, 2004; Gray, 1997; Grunwald & Peterson, 2003; Hutchings, 2010; Kuh & 
Ikenberry, 2009; Schilling & Schilling, 1998; Smith, 2005). 
Several factors must be evaluated when considering the root cause of faculty resistance to 
SLOA.  Tagg (2012) reminded us that faculty are just people who are “making their way through 
the challenges of daily life with the same strengths and weaknesses that most people exhibit,” 
and they are naturally resistant to change just like the rest of us (p. 8).  Lewis (2007) noted that 
assessment of student learning has a low relative advantage for faculty when viewed as an added 
responsibility, has little compatibility with values held by the academy, and is mandated by those 
external to the field of higher education.  Hutchings (2011) shared four obstacles to greater 
involvement.  The first is that the language of assessment does not always encourage faculty 
participation.  The phrases and wording are more consistent with a business model than with 
education, and to most faculty, that is not consistent with the culture they have adopted in 
academia.  The second obstacle is that faculty are not fully trained in assessment, and it does not 
have a central place in faculty development.  This has begun to change, but at the present, it is 
still an obstacle.  A third obstacle has been the disconnect between assessment and institutional 
reward systems.  For some institutions, particularly those where teaching is the primary mission, 
participation in assessment activities has been recognized and valued as part of the role of 
faculty, but in general, this is not the case.  It is important to note that this obstacle addresses 
faculty members’ participation in SLOA and is not connected to the results of their assessment 
efforts.  The fourth obstacle suggested by Hutchings is that for most faculty, evidence that 
assessment really makes a difference has not been forthcoming.  For many, in fact, assessment is 
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seen as a duplication of existing processes and as not yielding additional benefits (Kuh & 
Ikenberry, 2009).  
Earlier assessment experts voiced similar reasons why faculty are reluctant to engage in 
SLOA.  In 1983, Ewell suggested that faculty were reluctant to become involved in SLOA for 
three primary reasons: (a) fear that the information about outcomes, if collected and widely 
disseminated, would reflect badly on those collecting it; (b) the belief that many, if not most, 
important outcomes of higher education are qualitative and therefore cannot be measured 
objectively; and (c) apprehension about the false precision inherent in quantified outcome 
criteria.  Schilling and Schilling (1998) cited 12 reasons why faculty are resistant to engaging in 
the assessment of student learning outcomes:  
 We already do it; 
 The data will be misused; 
 I’m afraid of change; 
 The criteria are unclear; 
 Assessment violates my academic freedom; 
 Assessment is inconsistent with academic values; 
 Faculty lack knowledge about assessment; 
 I have no confidence in existing instruments; 
 Too often, what is tested becomes what is valued; 
 We don’t need more bureaucracy; 
 My plate is too full; 
 Nobody told me about the shift from teachers and teaching to students and 
learning (p. 17-22).  
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Additionally, Schilling and Schilling (1998) contended that faculty feel measures of 
course or program goals and outcomes often do not effectively measure what they value the 
most, which is their level of involvement with their students.  According to Schilling and 
Schilling, faculty view this information and how it contributes to the improvement of teaching as 
a more formative assessment, which seems to be at odds with the perceived summative 
assessment of effectiveness that is being requested by accrediting organizations and other 
stakeholders.   
In 2002, Hoey and Nault explored barriers to faculty engagement in SLOA in engineering 
programs.  They contended that the demands for assessment of student learning outcomes at 
most higher education institutions “have often been advanced without developing the requisite 
basis of organizational trust upon which assessment relies” (p. 117).  To examine how 
assessment interacted with the norms of organizational trust within higher education, they 
studied faculty and administrators at a large research institution in the southeastern region of the 
United States.  Using a qualitative methods approach, they implemented a two-stage process of 
faculty focus groups followed by participative workshops to evaluate the institutional climate for 
assessment, identify potential barriers to successful implementation of assessment activities, and 
identify potential solutions for enhancing the assessment of student learning outcomes at one 
institution.  The faculty focus groups were used to identify current levels of faculty awareness 
and perceptions regarding assessment and to obtain data about faculty attitudes toward current 
academic assessment initiatives.  Among the focus group findings, four themes centered on 
issues of fear or mistrust with regard to learning outcomes assessment: (a) the motives for 
undertaking assessment, (b) the quandary of asking suitable or challenging questions without 
punitive effects, (c) criticism and disdain for the methods used in assessment along with the need 
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to use reliable methods to collect useful data, and (d) mistrust of the data collected through the 
assessment process for meaningful curricular decisions at the program level (Hoey & Nault, 
2002, p. 121).   
The follow-on participative workshops included faculty and administrators and were 
designed to elicit possible solutions to specific barriers to assessment that were identified by the 
faculty focus groups and workshop participants.  Using a structured collaborative problem-
solving approach led by trained facilitators from outside the institution, small groups developed 
strategies to make the assessment of student learning outcomes more useful for faculty and for 
the institution.  The conceptual framework for the study by Hoey and Nault (2002) was one that 
was initially presented by Schilling and Schilling (1998).  It was based on the perception that 
organizational change does not take place without change at the individual level, and when 
change occurs, fear abounds.  When fear occurs, the potential exists for mistrust to develop.  By 
identifying and addressing the underlying fears faculty may have during the institutionalization 
of an innovation such as SLOA, administrators are able to minimize mistrust and develop a 
climate that is more conducive to cooperation and engagement.  Hoey and Nault (2002) 
acknowledged that their study reflected conditions at only one institution and was therefore 
limited in its findings, but their results concur with the findings of Fullan and Miles (1992), Gray 
(1997), and Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, and Newlove  (1975). They acknowledged that assessment 
represents a change for many institutions, and if administrators hope to facilitate this change, 
they need to understand how change occurs and how those most affected feel.   
Conceptual Frameworks 
 Previous studies have used various methods and conceptual frameworks to examine the 
relationship between faculty members’ attitudes and their levels of involvement in SLOA.  Some 
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studies posit that faculty attitudes are the result of the institutional context in which faculty find 
themselves attempting to conduct SLOA (Grunwald & Peterson, 2003; Welsh & Metcalf, 2003).  
Other studies propose that the current expectations for faculty to participate in SLOA are a 
change for most faculty and that faculty perception of that change influences their attitudes 
toward SLOA and their levels of involvement in assessment activities (Hoey & Nault, 2002; 
Schilling & Schilling, 1998).  Given that both of these concepts have merit, components of two 
conceptual frameworks were combined to frame this study.  The relationship between the 
constructs of Faculty Attitudes, Concerns, and Levels of Involvement are displayed in Figure 1.  
The demographic factors of Tenure Status, Years of Employment at the Institution, and 
Academic Discipline are also shown to illustrate hypotheses found in the literature, which 
suggest that attitudes, concerns, and levels of involvement can differ based on these factors 
(Angelo & Cross, 1993; Grunwald & Peterson, 2003; Koslowski, 2005, Neumann et al., 2002). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework used to explore the relationships between variables (Attitudes, 
Concerns, Involvement) and demographic factors (Tenure Status, Years of Employment, Academic 
Discipline) examined in this study. 
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NCPI Framework 
The first component is derived from the work of Grunwald and Peterson (2003).  Their 
framework was developed as part of the NCPI national study to examine the effectiveness of 
using the evidence of student learning outcomes as an instrument for improving student learning.  
As discussed previously in this chapter, Phase I of the study was an extensive literature review, 
which was constructed around five environments: external influences on student assessment, 
institutional approaches to student assessment, organizational and administrative support for 
student assessment, institutional use and impact of student assessment, and institutional context.  
Within the environment of institutional use and impact of student assessment were studies 
indicating that assessment of student performance should not be undertaken as an end in itself 
but as a means to improve the performance of students and institutions.  The original research 
explored two domains for this environment: the use of student learning assessment information 
in academic decision making, and the institutional impacts of student learning assessment 
(Peterson et al., 1999, p. 23).   
Grunwald and Peterson (2003) extended the findings of the original NCPI study when 
they examined the institutional factors that promote faculty satisfaction with their institution’s 
approach to and support for SLOA and the relationship those factors had with faculty 
involvement in SLOA activities.  Their findings were based on a survey of faculty from seven 
institutions that varied by type, control, and accrediting region.  They proposed a new conceptual 
model to frame their study based on their literature review and the previous review done as Phase 
I of the NCPI study.  The proposed model included constructs and variables from four sources—
external influences, institutional context (which included approach to and support for student 
assessment, management policies, uses and impacts of student assessment, and faculty attitudes 
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toward student assessment), faculty characteristics, and institutional characteristics—as possible 
predictors of faculty involvement in and satisfaction with institutional and classroom assessment.  
The component added to their model that was not in the original NCPI framework and the one 
that is most appropriate for this study is the construct of faculty attitudes toward student 
assessment. 
In reviewing the literature for this study, no evidence was found that this conceptual 
framework was used in any studies other than that by Grunwald and Peterson (2003).  However, 
other research did explore the relationship between faculty members’ attitudes and their levels of 
involvement in SLOA.  Welsh and Metcalf (2003) used the institutional effectiveness literature 
to explore faculty attitudes toward assessment and the relationship between those attitudes and 
faculty levels of involvement.  Brocker (2007) used Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior, whereas 
Jacobson (2001) used the American Association of Higher Education’s Principles of Good 
Practice for Assessing Student Learning to frame her study.  Evans (2010) used the literature on 
culture and change to frame her study.  Given the relationship that was noted through all these 
studies, the researcher determined that the component of faculty attitudes toward student learning 
assessment presented in the Grunwald and Peterson model was appropriate for this study. 
Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) 
Change theory can provide a useful framework for the study of faculty resistance to 
engaging in the assessment of student learning outcomes because, for some faculty, the role they 
are expected to play in this activity is a change from their current role (Gappa et al., 2007; Levin 
et al., 2006; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006; Townsend & Twombly, 2007).  According to 
Nordvall (1982), the idea of change, which is to make something different, is usually greeted 
with mixed enthusiasm, and forced change is usually greeted by a whole spectrum of negative 
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emotions, from uncertainty and anxiety to fear and outright hostility.  Such is the case with some 
faculty and the change expected as a result of the mandates to assess student learning outcomes.  
Many principles about change exist, and these originate from social, psychological, and 
organizational change research.  Among those are two in particular that support this research and 
the conceptual model used in the study.  The first principle is that change should be characterized 
as a process, not an event, and that multilevel strategies are needed to cope with it (Fullan, 2007).  
The second is that change makes sense to the individual on a personal level because change 
brings anxiety, uncertainty, and mixed feelings (Lewin, 1951).  The CBAM, which incorporates 
both of these principles, is a diffusion model that recognizes both the process of change and the 
individuals who are involved.  It recognizes that change does not occur as a single action but is a 
process and that individuals will progress through stages as they incorporate the change into their 
lives (Hall, 1974; Hall & George, 1979; Hall, Wallace, & Dossett, 1973). 
 Unlike other change models, CBAM focuses on a specific innovation and assumes that 
the innovation will be adopted and ultimately integrated into the normal operating structure of an 
organization.  Although the principles of CBAM can assist in the development of an 
organization’s ability to change, it is not the primary aim.  Instead, CBAM is concerned with the 
successful adoption of an innovation and places primary emphasis on the adopter’s 
responsiveness to an external change.  It deliberately nurtures the problem-solving capabilities of 
the user as the adoption process progresses and as the power to use the innovation is transferred 
to the user.  It should be noted that the term adoption as used in CBAM differs from the use of 
the term by Rogers (2003).  He used adoption to identify the “process of deciding to use an 
innovation” (p. 21).  Adoption, as used in CBAM, extends beyond the decision to adopt and 
“involves the multitude of activities, decisions, and evaluations that encompass the broad effort 
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to successfully integrate an innovation into the functional structure of a formal organization such 
as a school, a college, or an industrial organization” (Hall et al., 1973, p. 5). 
The CBAM is “a framework and set of tools for understanding and managing change in 
people” (Horsley & Loucks-Horsley, 1998, p. 17).  It is used to evaluate innovations by showing 
educational leaders how the individuals most affected by change react to its implementation.  
CBAM follows an individual’s concerns about innovations from simple awareness to the task 
level, and to the higher stage of exploring universal benefits from the innovation.  Based heavily 
on the work of Fuller and her associates in the 1960s at the Texas Research and Development 
Center for Teacher Education, the CBAM was developed to examine the concerns of preservice 
teachers.  Motivated by the high attrition rates of education courses and the opinion by some at 
her institution that the course content did not seem to be relevant to education majors, Fuller 
(1969) explored the discrepancy between course content and the apparent needs of preservice 
teachers.  Using the literature on teacher anxieties and problems, clinical assessments from 
counseling sessions, and in-depth longitudinal interviews, she formulated a theory of preservice 
teachers’ concerns.  From her studies, Fuller surmised that teachers’ concerns appeared in a 
developmental sequence and that those concerns were not unique to individuals in a particular 
professional education program.  Her initial model included three phases of concern: a 
preteaching phase (concern with supervising teachers, the school situation, seminar or research 
projects), an early teaching phase (concern with self), and a late teaching phase (concern with 
students).  Fuller later abstracted these concerns to self, task, and impact (Fuller, 1969).  While 
Fuller was conducting her research on teacher concerns, other researchers at the Texas Research 
and Development Center were also engaged in studies focused on the adoption of innovations in 
public schools, higher education institutions, and industry.  It soon became apparent that the 
 49 
 
concerns experienced by individuals in the other settings were very similar to those experienced 
by teachers in Fuller’s studies.  Influenced by their research and the work of Fuller, this group 
developed the CBAM and it’s Stages of Concern (SoC) to describe the innovation adoption 
process (Hall & George, 1979).  Several assumptions provide the foundation for CBAM: (1) 
change is a process, not an event; (2) change is accomplished by individuals; (3) change is a 
highly personal experience; (4) change involves developmental growth in feelings and skills; and 
(5) change can be facilitated by interventions directed toward the individuals, innovations, and 
contexts involved (Hall, 1974; Hall & George, 1979; Hall et al., 1973). 
The SoC consists of seven stages, each of which is assigned a numerical value from 0 to 
6, with the lowest number representing the most basic concern of awareness.  In this stage, the 
individual is not aware of the innovation, and he or she is not concerned with it.  Stage 1, 
Informational, is the stage in which the user begins to ask questions about the innovation.  In 
Stage 2, Personal, the user is concerned with how the innovation will affect him or her.  Stage 3, 
Management, is the stage in which the user begins to ask task-oriented questions, such as how he 
or she is expected to use the new item or how it should be integrated into existing work.  Stage 4 
is Consequence; in this stage, the adopter is concerned about the worthiness of the innovation 
and how it will affect his or her students.  It is anticipated that once an innovation has been 
adopted, the individual may move to Stage 5, Collaboration.  In this stage, the adopter begins 
working and communicating with colleagues to make the innovation work better.  Stage 6, 
Refocusing,  is the final stage, in which the individual feels successful and is ready to find 
another innovation to implement (Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1977).  At this final stage, one 
could assume the individual has fully adopted the innovation.  The most intense stage of concern 
for an individual is considered the peak stage of concern.   
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The SoC describe the affective dimension of change: how individuals perceive an 
innovation and their feelings about it, as well as their concerns as they engage in a new program 
or practice.  Hall et al. (1973) described the concerns that occur during the developmental 
process as follows: (a) How will others think of me if I agree to use the innovation (self-
concern)? (b) How will I get students to complete the project (task concern)? (c) How can I share 
the things I have learned with other faculty (impact concern)?  Information is gathered through a 
questionnaire with a set of scales to provide a numerical and graphical representation of the type 
and strength of participants’ concerns, with the SoC being used to reflect and describe 
individuals’ concerns about the innovation.  Four categories of concerns—Awareness, Self, 
Task, and Impact—encompass the seven distinct stages of Awareness, Informational, Personal, 
Management, Consequence, and Collaboration (Horsley & Loucks-Horsley, 1998).  A brief 
description of the cluster groupings and the seven stages is provided in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
 
Stages of Concern About an Innovation 
 
Concern Stage Perspective within each stage 
Impact 6 REFOCUSING:  The focus is on exploration of more universal benefits from the 
innovation, including the possibility of major changes or replacement with a more 
powerful alternative.  Individual has definite ideas about alternatives to the proposed 
or existing form of the innovation. 
 
 5 COLLABORATION:  The focus is on coordination and cooperation with others 
regarding the use of the innovation. 
 
 4 CONSEQUENCE:  Attention focuses on impact of the innovation on the student in 
his or her immediate sphere of influence.  The focus is on the relevance of the 
innovation for students, the evaluation of student outcomes, including performance 
and competencies, and changes needed to increase student outcomes. 
 
Task 3 MANAGEMENT:  Attention is focused on the processes and tasks of using the 
innovation and the best use of information and resources.  Issues related to efficiency, 
organizing, managing, scheduling, and time demands are utmost. 
 
Self 2 PERSONAL:  Individual is uncertain about the demands of the innovation, his or her 
adequacy to meet those demands, and his or her role with the innovation.  This 
includes analysis of his or her role in relation to the reward structure of the 
organization, decision making, and consideration of potential conflicts with existing 
structures or personal commitment.  Financial or status implications of the program 
for self and colleagues may also be reflected. 
 
 1 INFORMATIONAL:  A general awareness of the innovation and interest in learning 
more detail about it is indicated.  The person seems to be unworried about himself or 
herself in relation to the innovation.  She or he is interested in substantive aspects of 
the innovation in a selfless manner, such as general characteristics, effects, and 
requirements for use. 
 
Unrelated 0 AWARENESS:  Little concern about or involvement with the innovation is indicated. 
Note. Adapted from “A Developmental Conceptualization of the Adoption Process with Educational Institutions,” 
by G. E. Hall, R.C. Wallace, Jr., & W. A. Dossett, 1973.  Copyright 1973 by Research and Development Center for 
Teacher Education, The University of Texas. 
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It should be noted that the SoC framework presents only a possible progression of teacher 
concerns about a change and that not all teachers will necessarily progress to the concern stages 
of Consequence, Collaboration, or Refocusing (Hall et al., 1973). 
 As the researchers at the Texas Center continued with their SoC studies, they determined 
that the concerns of individuals changed in what seemed to be a logical progression as users 
became increasingly confident in using the innovation.  This result precipitated the development 
of the eight Levels of Use (LoU; Hall et al., 1975).  These levels focus on the knowledge, skill, 
and behavioral aspects of the individual’s involvement with change and are identified on a scale 
from 0 to 7 as nonuse, orientation, preparation, mechanical use, routine, refinement, integration, 
renewal (Hall, Dirksen, & George, 2006).  In the lowest level of use, identified as nonuse, the 
user has little or knowledge of the innovation, has no involvement with the innovation, and is 
doing little to become involved.  As the levels of use increase, the user progressively moves from 
exploring the innovation to routine use and ultimately to the point where he or she reevaluates 
the quality of use of the innovation and seeks modifications or alternatives to achieve increased 
impact.  As with the SoC, the developers do not assume that all users will progress through the 
levels of use in a strict sequence (Hall et al., 2006).   
 The third component of CBAM is the Innovation Configurations (IC).  When Hall, 
Wallace, and Dossett (1973) presented the original CBAM, they proposed that the manager or 
facilitator of a specified change could use the SoC and the LoU as diagnostic tools to assess 
where individuals were in relation to adopting the change.  Using those data, the facilitator could 
then develop a plan for any interventions that might be needed to facilitate the change effort.  As 
their research continued, it became apparent that individual teachers usually modified 
innovations to fit their own needs.  Because of this, the research team developed the third 
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diagnostic tool, the IC.  This tool was designed to help change facilitators identify and describe 
the various forms the innovation could take and show how it was being used in practice.  The 
combination of the IC with the SoC and the LoU allowed the change facilitator to know the who 
(SoC), the how (LoU), and the what (IC) of the change process (George, Hall, & Stiegelbauer, 
2008).  Although the LoU and the IC may have value to some when researching the adoption of 
an innovation, they are outside the intent of this study and were not used as part of the 
conceptual framework or methodology. 
Although the CBAM had its origins in the early 1970s, it is still recognized as a strong 
participant-based change model for studying the adoption of innovations in education (Adams, 
2003; Anderson, 1997; Bagby, 2007; Christou, Eliophotou-Menon, & Phillippou, 2004; Dell, 
2004; Dove, 2009; Kelly & Staver, 2004; McQuiggan, 2006; Newhouse, 2001).  The majority of 
CBAM research has been in the K-12 setting, with a limited number of studies conducted in 
higher education (Ansah & Johnson, 2003; Bagby, 2007; Dell, 2004; Dobbs, 2004; Dove, 2009; 
McQuiggan, 2006; Petherbridge, 2007).  The majority of these studies explore faculty members’ 
integration or adoption of technology, whereas only one examines faculty members’ concerns 
about SLOA.   
One CBAM study that is similar to the research being addressed in this study is the one 
by Bagby (2007), in which she examined faculty resistance to adopting an innovation.  Her study 
was set in the College of Arts and Sciences of a midsized university in the Southeast and 
included faculty and administrators who participated in a Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) 
program.  The WAC program was “an instructional innovation intended to integrate writing 
instruction and practices across all disciplines in order to improve student writing and learning” 
(Bagby, 2007, p. 77).  Initial planning and development of the innovation began in 1995 in 
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response to faculty concerns about students’ writing skills and a recommendation by the school’s 
accrediting body to improve the oral and written communication skills of students.  At the time 
of the study, the WAC had been in place for 8 years and several faculty development activities 
had been conducted to certify faculty to teach WAC classes.   
The study by Bagby (2007) was developed to explore the concerns of faculty who were 
involved in all aspects of the innovation process, with a focus on the highest, or peak, stage of 
concern.  The peak stage is the concern that receives the highest score of the seven concerns: 
Awareness, Informational, Personal, Management, Consequence, Collaboration, and Refocusing.  
It represents the stage of concern an individual experiences at one point in time during the 
implementation of an innovation.  Once identified, it is possible to compare respondents 
according to their stage of concern in the adoption process (Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1977).  
The population for the study was the certified WAC faculty (N = 141) of the only college at the 
institution with a WAC program.  The SoC Questionnaire (SoCQ) was delivered in an online 
format, with a response rate of 82% (n = 116).  Demographic information was collected to reflect 
personal, academic, and WAC characteristics of the sample, and selected variables from this 
information were used as predictive factors during analysis.   
Results from the 2007 study by Bagby revealed that more than half of the respondents 
(58%) peaked at Stage 4, Consequence.  The second largest number (12%) peaked at Stage 3, 
Management.  The remainder were distributed across the other five stages.  Because the majority 
of the respondents peaked at Stage 4, a higher (or conceivably a more mature) stage of concern, 
Bagby surmised that a large majority of faculty members at the institution had been fully 
engaged in implementing WAC.  Their peak stage of concern demonstrated that they were more 
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concerned about the impact of the innovation on their students than they were with concerns 
about themselves.  She viewed this stage as a positive stage of concern. 
Bagby (2007) drew several conclusions based on her findings.  The first was that 
facilitators of change should support the effective use of innovation by helping faculty members 
address the task dimension of implementing an innovation.  Methods to accomplish this could 
include developing ways to “(a) clarify the steps and components of the tasks in relation to the 
implementation, (b) attend to the immediate demands of the tasks, not to what will be and/or 
could be in future semesters, and (c) clarify specific ‘how-to’ issues of the innovation” (Bagby, 
2007, p. 133).  Additionally, she recommended that a facilitator might consider establishing 
interdisciplinary teams to discuss practical aspects of the innovation so that anytime resistance 
was sensed; the facilitator would not view this as a negative concern.  A second conclusion 
drawn by Bagby was that the SoCQ was a valuable tool for understanding faculty concerns and 
more effectively supporting them in their use of the innovation. 
Dove (2009) used both the CBAM and Rogers’ diffusion of innovation (DoI) theory as 
her framework to explore the concerns community college faculty have as they engage in SLOA.  
Her qualitative research was conducted at one community college and included 10 faculty 
members.  She considered each faculty member a unique case study.  The site was chosen based 
on Dove’s (2009) reported prior knowledge of the context of SLOA at the college, and the 
faculty were selected by snowball sampling based on three criteria: “(1) teaching discipline, (2) 
years of full-time teaching experience, and (3) level of commitment to SLOA” (p. 44).  The 
criteria of teaching discipline and years of full-time teaching experience were based on 
quantifiable data, but the initial level of commitment to SLOA was determined based on the 
researcher’s personal knowledge of the participants’ levels of participation with SLOA and 
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information provided to the researcher by the SLOA Leadership Team at the college.  The 
college identified as the site for the research had a very structured SLOA program in place, with 
clearly identified cycles.  Using this structured cycle model, she asked the faculty members 
participating in the study to self-identify where in the cycle they considered themselves in their 
commitment to and adoption of SLOA. 
Dove (2009) used semi-structured interviews, the SoCQ, and an analysis of artifacts 
provided by the faculty to gather the data for her study.  Artifacts included course syllabi, 
rubrics, and class assignments.  The interviews were conducted face-to-face with follow-up 
questions being posed by e-mail or telephone.  The SoCQ was administered after the interviews 
to allow faculty to think about their responses.  The demographic page of the SoCQ was 
modified to include levels of self-reported use of SLOA.  In addition, respondents were asked to 
rate their perceptions of support of innovations and openness to change by various groups across 
campus, such as their division colleagues, their division chairs and directors as a whole, the Vice 
President of Academic Affairs, and their students.  Participant responses to the SoCQ were 
compiled in a spreadsheet and converted to percentiles according to the recommendation of Hall 
et al. (1977).   
In the findings, Dove (2009) identified each of the seven stages of concern and examined 
the concerns faculty had that could be assigned to that category.  With regard to Informational 
concerns, faculty expressed concerns that they had limited knowledge of what constituted an 
acceptable assessment measure.  Personal concerns included the expression of fear of losing 
academic freedom.  Almost half of faculty expressed fears of standardization, much along the 
lines of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) initiative in the K-12 system.  Some respondents also 
expressed resistance to being told what to do in their individual classrooms.  When discussing 
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Management concerns, all but one of the respondents mentioned time as their greatest concern.  
Faculty did not have enough time to meet with other faculty to work on SLOA, nor did they have 
time to conduct the analysis required to complete the cycle.  Similar findings were developed for 
all the stages of concerns. 
A second analysis of Dove’s (2009) interview data was conducted using the DoI theory.  
The DoI has three components: the characteristics of the innovation, the characteristics of the 
innovators, and the characteristics of the social system (Rogers, 2003).  In Dove’s study, she 
identified the innovation as SLOA, the innovators as the faculty, and the social system as the 
college.  The characteristics of the innovation that were examined were relative advantage, 
compatibility, complexity, trial-ability, and observability.  By weaving together the analyses 
conducted using the CBAM and DoI, Dove identified three broad factors that influenced faculty 
adoption of SLOA.  These included: (a) background and demographic factors, (b) systems 
factors, and (c) beliefs about teaching and learning.  
Among the background and demographic factors was the fact that time employed as a 
full-time faculty member influenced faculty adoption of SLOA.  Those faculty with more than 
20 years of experience were less likely to be involved in SLOA than faculty with fewer than 10 
years of experience.  Grunwald and Peterson (2003) had a similar finding; their results showed 
that the longer faculty were involved in higher education, the more their attitude toward their 
institution’s approach to outcomes assessment decreased.  The second demographic factor 
explored was the academic discipline.  Faculty in Dove’s (2009) study were placed into two 
broad disciplines, the humanities and the sciences.  Her results showed that faculty who taught in 
the humanities were more likely to have difficulty engaging in SLOA than faculty in the 
sciences.  Humanities faculty in that study indicated they had difficulty using empirical data to 
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report student learning because “what they teach is hard to measure quantitatively” (pp. 179–
180).   
Among the systems factors identified by Dove (2009) were concerns about resources, 
administrative support and intentions, collaboration and communication, and flexibility.  Within 
the resource concerns were statements identifying the lack of time, money, and administrative 
support as challenges to completing SLOA activities.  Time constraints were a common theme 
among the respondents, but when faculty perceived there was value in SLOA, they accepted the 
additional time requirements and acknowledged SLOA as included in their faculty role.  Faculty 
members also expressed concerns about the lack of resources available to assist in SLOA efforts.  
They expressed difficulty in collecting and analyzing the data and did not feel they had the 
expertise to report findings in the manner that was expected.  Additional resources in the form of 
professional development and technology were listed as items that could support their efforts.  
According to Dove, one of the unanticipated findings of her study was the perception by faculty 
that college administrators did not support SLOA.  This was particularly evident when faculty 
members commented that they believed administrators were using SLOA only for accountability 
purposes, not to improve teaching and learning.  Another faculty member expressed fear that 
SLOA might affect her teaching evaluations, which could affect her overall performance 
evaluation.  These comments support the findings of Hoey and Nault (2002), who found that 
trust was a major factor in faculty involvement.  These statements also support the results of 
Smith (2005), who found that when assessment was conducted for accountability purposes only, 
faculty were less likely to participate.  Dove’s findings were filled with narratives that described 
the concerns of each of the faculty participants as they attempted to engage in assessment 
activities.  Many of the concerns mentioned by the faculty aligned with the literature describing 
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barriers to faculty involvement in SLOA. By allowing the faculty to comment, Dove confirmed 
the issues presented in the research, offering insight for college administrators as they attempt to 
enhance their assessment efforts. 
Conclusion 
 Since the beginning of the assessment movement, experts have emphasized the critical 
role of faculty in the assessment of student learning outcomes (Banta, 1999b; Banta et al., 1996; 
Gold et al., 2011; Hutchings, 2010).  Not only are they the most qualified to conduct assessment 
but their participation is also a requirement by most accrediting organizations (Provezis, 2010).  
In spite of this, however, a significant number of institutions continue to report that engaging 
faculty in the process is still a challenge (Grunwald & Peterson, 2003; Hoey & Nault, 2002; Kuh 
& Ikenberry, 2009).  Research has shown a number of factors that can be obstacles to faculty 
involvement, and those must be overcome if we are to make progress in our assessment efforts 
(Hutchings, 2010).  Schilling and Schilling (1998) and Hoey and Nault (2002) offered several 
reasons faculty are resistant to engaging in SLOA.  Among those are the ideas that faculty 
mistrust how the assessment data will be used, they feel the assessment criteria are unclear, and 
they have little time to participate.  Faculty were also less likely to participate when they felt 
assessment was being conducted to satisfy accountability purposes only and when they had little 
evidence that it truly improved student learning (Brocker, 2007; Smith, 2005; Welsh & Metcalf, 
2003).  Grunwald and Peterson (2003) suggested that faculty attitudes toward and satisfaction 
with the institutional support of assessment may promote or inhibit their involvement with 
SLOA.  Gray (1997) offered the premise that even though faculty have been engaging in 
assessment activities at the classroom level for a number of years, the assessment environment of 
today is new to faculty, and this constitutes a change for them.  In that regard, he suggested that 
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administrators view it as an innovation and, consequently, something that may cause concern for 
faculty as they attempt to integrate it into their roles at the institution.  Additional factors such as 
the academic discipline of faculty, the number of years the faculty has been employed at their 
institution, and the tenure status have also been shown to have a relationship with faculty 
involvement in SLOA. 
 Acknowledging that there may be multiple reasons why faculty are reluctant to engage in 
SLOA, this research combined two conceptual frameworks to provide a lens through which 
faculty attitudes and concerns about their responsibility to conduct SLOA can be viewed-- the 
CBAM and the framework presented by Grunwald and Peterson (2003).  By understanding the 
relationship these may have with faculty levels of involvement in SLOA activities, faculty 
concerns can be addressed and barriers to their involvement may be removed.  The findings of 
this study will contribute to the literature on student learning outcomes assessment as well as the 
CBAM conceptual model.  It will also be useful for college administrators and faculty leaders as 
they attempt to establish assessment programs that support improved student learning and 
accountability to college stakeholders. 
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Chapter 3 
 
Methods 
 
 The purpose of this study was to examine the attitudes and concerns community college 
faculty have about student learning outcomes assessment (SLOA) and to identify how these 
attitudes and concerns relate to faculty members’ levels of involvement in SLOA activities.  This 
chapter describes the methods used to answer the research questions and discusses the research 
design, population and sample, instrumentation, variables, data collection procedures, pilot 
testing, data quality (validity and reliability), and data analysis procedures.   
Research Design 
Creswell (2009) defined research designs as the “plans and procedures for research that 
span the decisions from broad assumptions to detailed methods of data collection and analysis” 
(p. 3).  When deciding which method to employ, the researcher should consider the strategies or 
procedures of inquiry; the specific methods of data collection, analysis, and interpretation; and 
the nature of the research problem.  This study used a descriptive and correlational research 
design.  According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2006), a correlational design is used primarily when 
the researcher cannot manipulate the variables and the purpose of the research is to understand 
the strength of the relationship between the variables.  Multiple variables can be included in a 
correlational study, and naturally occurring phenomena can be studied without introducing new 
conditions or interventions.  The research questions developed for this study, as well as the data 
collection methods used, aligned well with the descriptive and correlational quantitative design 
used for this study. 
The purpose of this study was to describe the attitudes and concerns of community 
college faculty about SLOA and to examine the relationships between those attitudes and 
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concerns and faculty members’ level of involvement with SLOA activities.  Five research 
questions were developed to describe these factors and the relationships that might exist between 
them.  Two conceptual frameworks were used to analyze the data and frame the interpretation 
and discussion of results.  The first conceptual framework was derived from the National Center 
for Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI), which was used in 1997 as part of a larger study 
exploring factors that promote faculty involvement in and satisfaction with institutional and 
classroom assessment (Peterson, Einarson, Augustine, & Vaughn, 1999).  In that study, a 
relationship was identified between faculty members’ attitudes toward SLOA and their level of 
involvement in assessment activities.   
The second conceptual framework used was the concerns-based adoption model 
(CBAM).  This model was developed at the University of Texas in the early 1970s to explore the 
relationship between faculty members’ primary stage of concern about an innovation and their 
levels of use of that innovation.  These two conceptual frameworks were designed to explore the 
relationships between multiple variables and faculty levels of use of an innovation or their levels 
of involvement in SLOA activities.  The application of these two frameworks is consistent with 
the goals of the descriptive and correlational design.  In addition, data for the study were 
collected from full-time teaching faculty employed at community colleges in Illinois during the 
spring 2011 academic semester.  Data were collected through a single administration of an 
Internet-delivered survey, and the faculty members were contacted through their college e-mail.   
Participants 
The population for this study was full-time community college teaching faculty at 
purposefully chosen community colleges accredited by the HLC.  Community college faculty 
were chosen because research shows these faculty are especially challenged in their assessment 
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efforts (Bers, 2004; Nunley et al., 2011; Seybert, 1999, 2002).  Community colleges accredited 
by the HLC were chosen because the HLC offers a unique opportunity for its members to obtain 
assistance from the Commission for their assessment efforts—the Academy for Assessment of 
Student Learning (NCA-HLC, 2010c).  Participation in the Academy is open to all of the 
approximately 1,000 institutions located in the 19-state region accredited by the HLC.  In 
November 2010, the Academy comprised 138 institutions, 51 of which were community colleges 
(K. Davis personal communication, December 1, 2010), and 11 of these community colleges 
were in Illinois (NCA-HLC, 2010a).   
Sampling 
The purposeful sample for this study was community colleges in Illinois operating as a 
single college and participating in the HLC’s Assessment Academy.  The goal of this research 
was to examine the attitudes and concerns of community college faculty about SLOA and to 
gather data from a representative sample of faculty employed at institutions that have been 
successful in their assessment efforts as well as institutions experiencing challenges. The HLC 
Academy for Assessment of Student Learning involves institutions representing both of these 
perspectives. Participation in the Academy can be a voluntary activity for those institutions 
seeking to enhance their current assessment practices, or it can be the result of a negative 
accreditation finding by the HLC regarding an institution’s assessment practices.  The faculty 
participants for this study are employed at institutions that represented both purposes and 
therefore provided the researcher with a sample of full-time teaching faculty employed at 
community colleges in Illinois that are at various stages in their assessment efforts.  The sample 
included faculty from only Illinois in an attempt to control for variances in requirements for 
SLOA that might have been present if faculty employed at community colleges in multiple states 
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had been included in the study.  Colleges operating as part of multi-college systems were 
excluded in an attempt to control for the complexity of organizational variation that may have 
been present for faculty working in these settings.  
Using the selection criteria, six Illinois community colleges were identified. With respect 
to the number of faculty to be sampled in the six institutions, consideration was given to the 
minimum number of faculty participants needed to provide adequate power for the statistical 
tests to be performed during data analysis.  For factor analyses, Costello and Osborne (2005) 
recommend a subject-to-item ratio of 5 to 10 subjects per item.  According the ICCB (2011), 733 
full-time teaching faculty were employed at the six identified community colleges.  The largest 
construct requiring faculty analysis consisted of 20 items, which would have required 
approximately 100 to 200 subjects.  Allowing for a response rate of approximately 50%, the 
sample size provided by the six institutions was adequate for this study. 
All six community colleges meeting the sampling criteria were invited to participate in 
the study.  The initial contact to each institution was made through an e-mail from the researcher 
to the chief academic officer (CAO) at each of the six colleges.  The e-mail provided a brief 
explanation of the research and advised the CAO that the researcher would be contacting him or 
her by telephone to discuss his or her willingness to allow faculty at that institution to participate.  
Telephone calls to each of the CAOs were made within three to five days after the initial e-mail 
communication.  During the telephone conversation, the CAO at one college declined the 
invitation without providing the researcher with any specific reason for the refusal.  The CAO at 
another institution agreed to allow faculty to participate in the study but restricted the 
researcher’s access to those faculty who were serving on the institutional assessment committee.  
This restriction did not meet the sampling criteria established for the study, so it was mutually 
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agreed between the researcher and the CAO that faculty at this institution would not be included 
in the research.  Full-time teaching faculty employed at the four remaining colleges (n = 539) 
were the sample used for the study.  With the standards established by Costello and Osborne 
(2005) pertaining to power, this sample size was still adequate for the study.   
To provide anonymity for the colleges agreeing to participate, the four schools are 
referred to as Community College North (CCN), Community College Central (CCC), 
Community College South Central (CCSC), and Community College South (CCS).  In the NCPI 
study, it was hypothesized that the institutional contexts in which faculty perform their duties 
had an influence on their satisfaction with and involvement in SLOA (Grunwald & Peterson, 
2003).  To provide insight into the institutional contexts of the faculty participants, general 
information about each of the colleges is presented in the following sections and in Table 2. This 
information is used for descriptive purposes as the analysis does not disaggregate results by site. 
 66 
 
Table 2 
Institutional Context of Participating Colleges 
Item CCN CCC CCSC CCS 
Accreditation method AQIP AQIP AQIP PEAQ 
Reason for Academy participation Negative HLC report College goal Negative HLC report College goal 
Annual enrollment (no.) 15,000 5,300 7,700 8,600 
Enrollment by instructional program (%)     
      Baccalaureate transfer 49 82 56 58 
      Career and technical education 39 13 22 24 
      Adult education 2 1 1 2 
      General associates 4 0 15 6 
      Vocational skills 1 2 6 10 
      Other 5 2 0 0 
Student demographics     
      Ethnicity (% of enrollment)     
            African American, non-Latino 10 10 7 7 
            Latino 14 4 2 1 
            White, non-Latino 66 79 90 90 
            Other 10 7 1 2 
      Mean age (years) 26.94 25.6 26.67 36.65 
Full-time equivalent faculty (no.) 495 197 254 187 
      Full time (%) 43 49 51 55 
      Part time (%) 57 51 49 45 
Average yearly semester hour teaching load 30 30 30 30 
Average weekly class contact hours 15 15 15 15 
Average weekly office or advising hours 5 15 15 15 
Recognized negotiating body IFT/AFT–AFL-CIO IFT/AFT–AFL-CIO IFT/AFT–AFL-CIO IEA/NEA 
Note. CCN = Community College North; CCC = Community College Central; CCSC = Community College South Central; CCS = Community College South; AQIP = Academic 
Quality Improvement Program; PEAQ = Program to Evaluate and Advance Quality; HLC = Higher Learning Commission; IFT/AFT = Illinois Federation of Teachers/American 
Federation of Teachers; AFL-CIO = American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations; IEA/NEA = Illinois Education Association/National Education. 
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CCC is located in the central region of the state and serves approximately 5,500 students.  
CCC had been accredited through the Academic Quality Improvement Program (AQIP) process 
since 2005 (NCA-HLC, 2010a).  The college refers to its participation in the Assessment 
Academy in the 2009 Systems Portfolio and cites two Academy projects as strengths of their 
assessment program.  In the college’s 2009Systems Appraisal Feedback Report, the college 
received positive feedback from the HLC regarding its assessment efforts.  Of the 30 processes 
addressed in accreditation Criterion 1, Helping Students Learn, 21 were identified as strengths of 
the institution.   
CCSC and CCN are two other colleges in the sample participating in the HLC’s AQIP 
process for accreditation and in the Assessment Academy.  CCSC is in its third year of 
participation in the Academy and CCN is in its fifth year.  During accreditation reviews, both 
colleges had received negative feedback from the HLC regarding their assessment activities.  In 
2006, while being accredited by the HLC’s Program to Evaluate and Advance Quality process, 
CCSC was required to submit a monitoring report on assessment to the HLC.  The HLC’s 
response indicated that the accrediting organization had continued concerns about the slowness 
of CCSC’s implementation of SLOA as well as the diminished role of faculty in the assessment 
activities of the college.  As a result of these concerns, the HLC directed the college to submit a 
second assessment monitoring report.  This action prompted CCSC to apply to the HLC’s 
Assessment Academy.  The college’s acceptance of and participation in the Academy allowed 
the institution to delay submission of the second monitoring report by three months, and in 2008, 
the college was notified that follow-up reports were no longer required.  The 2010–2011 
academic year was the final year of the college’s initial membership in the Academy.  CCSC 
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became an AQIP institution in August 2009, and during the spring 2011 semester, it began 
developing its first Systems Portfolio, which is the self-study process for AQIP institutions. 
CCN has been an AQIP institution since 2000, when AQIP first became an alternative 
process for maintaining accreditation through the HLC.  The college initially joined the 
Assessment Academy in response to feedback from the HLC on CCN’s 2005 Systems Portfolio 
submission.  In the 2009 Systems Appraisal Feedback Report from the HLC, CCN’s 
participation in the Academy was cited as an institutional strength.  Additional evidence of 
CCN’s success in SLOA was provided in the Systems Appraisal Feedback Report, in which 9 of 
the 14 items in the category addressing Helping Students Learn were identified as strengths of 
the institution.  Although the HLC reported that CCN, like many colleges, still had opportunities 
for improvement in this area, the reviewers’ overall comments in the report were very positive.  
CCN has continued to participate in the Assessment Academy as part of its ongoing SLOA and 
quality improvement efforts. 
The remaining institution in the sample, CCS, is accredited through the HLC’s Program 
to Evaluate and Advance Quality process.  It has been a member of the Academy since 2006, and 
although its participation is not the result of a negative finding from the Commission, in 2007 the 
HLC gave the college the assurance that “If [CCS] has a Comprehensive Visit while enrolled in 
the Academy, teams, readers, and reviewers will consult on the institution’s efforts to assess and 
improve student learning, but will refrain from recommending follow-up monitoring” (CCS, 
2007).  This statement from the Commission is evidence that the HLC strongly encourages 
institutions to participate in the Academy. 
The sample for this study was faculty members who were employed at these four 
participating institutions and who were identified by their respective institutions as being 
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employed as full-time teaching faculty.  According to the ICCB fall 2010 Summary of 
Instructional Teaching Faculty report, 539 full-time teaching faculty were employed at the four 
institutions (ICCB, 2011).  Data provided by the institutions at the time the invitation to 
participate was extended, however, indicated 529.  After the survey was distributed, 8 faculty 
members notified the researcher that their job duties had changed and they were no longer 
considered full-time teaching faculty.  The sample size was reduced to 521 based on this new 
information.  Table 3 identifies the full-time teaching faculty employed at each participating 
institution, as a percentage of the sample. 
Table 3 
Full-Time Teaching Faculty as a Percentage of the Total Sample 
 
College 
% of sample 
(N = 521) 
Community College Central  17  
Community College North  40 
Community College South Central  24  
Community College South  19  
 
Instrument 
 An Internet-based questionnaire developed by the researcher was used to collect data for 
this study.  The survey incorporated two sections of the second version of the Institutional 
Climate for Student Assessment (ICSA) survey developed by the NCPI as part of the research 
project on Institutional Support for Student Assessment as well as one question from the Open-
Ended Statement of Concern About an Innovation survey developed as part of the Procedures for 
Adopting Educational Innovations Project at the Research and Development Center for Teacher 
Education at the University of Texas (Newlove & Hall, 1976).  These items were combined with 
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other demographic questions to develop the Faculty Attitudes and Concerns Survey (FACS) used 
in this study.   
The original version of the ICSA was developed to measure constructs and variables 
from four sources: (a) External Influences; (b) Institutional Context, which included the 
institution’s approach to and support for SLOA, management policies, uses and effects of 
students assessment, and faculty attitudes toward SLOA; (c) Faculty Characteristics; and (d) 
Institutional Characteristics.  All these constructs were examined as possible predictors of faculty 
involvement in and satisfaction with classroom and institutional SLOA (Grunwald & Peterson, 
2003).  The second version of the ICSA excluded some of the items included in the original 
instrument and was developed as one item included in a toolkit that could be used by educational 
institutions to evaluate their student assessment activities.  Questions from the second version 
were the ones used in the development of the questionnaire for this study. 
Because the purpose of this study was to examine the possible relationship between 
faculty attitudes and concerns toward SLOA and faculty levels of involvement in SLOA 
activities, only those items on the ICSA that addressed those constructs were included in the 
survey instrument.  The first section of the FACS consisted of the 15 questions from the ICSA 
that focused on faculty involvement in classroom or instructional, institutional, and external 
assessment activities.  The second section of the FACS consisted of the 20 questions from the 
section on faculty attitudes toward assessment.  None of the questions derived from the ICSA 
was modified in any way.  The third section of the FACS consisted of one open-ended question 
addressing faculty concerns about SLOA.  This question was taken from the CBAM conceptual 
framework used in the study, however the phrasing used in the original Procedures for Adopting 
Educational Innovations study was slightly modified.  Additional demographic questions were 
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developed to determine the faculty member’s tenure status, number of years employed at the 
institution, and academic discipline in which he or she performs the majority of his or her 
teaching responsibilities. 
Validity and Reliability 
For the items on the FACS included in the constructs of Attitudes and Involvement, an 
internal consistency reliability analysis was determined using Cronbach’s α.  Analysis of the 20 
items for the construct of Attitudes produced a Cronbach’s α of .87, and the15 items included for 
the construct of Involvement produced a Cronbach’s α of .91.  Both results indicated an 
acceptable range of internal reliability for these two sections of the FACS instrument because the 
closer the Cronbach’s α is to 1.0, the greater the internal consistency of the items in the scale 
(Jaeger, 1993).  The Cronbach’s α results for the subscales derived from each of the scales are 
shown in Tables 4 and 5.  All the scales yielded  levels at or above the recommended.60 
minimum, indicating they could be used with confidence for this study (Devellis, 2003). 
Table 4 
Cronbach’s  Levels for Subscales Derived from the Attitude Scale  
Variable Cronbach’s  Number of items 
Benefits .79 10 
Reluctance .60 3 
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Table 5 
Cronbach’s  Levels for Subscales Derived from the Involvement Scale 
Variable Cronbach’s  Number of items 
Classroom  or Instructional Involvement .87 5 
Institutional Involvement .88 7 
External Involvement .75 3 
 
Another component of the FACS was the open-ended question used to identify the 
concerns community college faculty might have as they engage in SLOA.  According to Fowler 
(2009), open-ended questions allow the researcher to obtain answers that might have been 
unanticipated.  They describe more fully the real views of the respondents, and respondents 
frequently like the opportunity to answer some questions in their own words.  In addition, 
according to Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009), respondents provide more information for 
open-ended questions on Internet-based surveys than for open-ended questions on traditional 
pen-and-paper surveys.  The open-ended question in the FACS provided the respondents the 
opportunity to express in writing those concerns that were personally meaningful; therefore, their 
responses to this question enhanced the richness of the data collected.  A pilot test of the 
instrument was conducted, and the reliability of responses was determined using interrater 
reliability during the data analysis.  Both processes are discussed later in this chapter. 
Variables 
Three constructs were considered in the research questions developed for this study: (a) 
Faculty Attitudes, (b) Levels of Involvement, and (c) Faculty Concerns.  A principal components 
(PCs) extraction with varimax rotation was conducted on the constructs Faculty Attitudes and 
Levels of Involvement, and these PCs were used as variables for the multivariate analysis.  Many 
 73 
 
researchers recommend a PC analysis for extraction because it is one of the most widely used 
methods and it provides plausible assumptions about the factors (Jaeger, 1993).  The sample size 
for this study was adequate to conduct factor analysis (n = 248) based on Costello and Osborne’s 
(2005) recommendation that 5 to 10 subjects per item be included in the analysis.  The number of 
factors to be retained was decided using the Kaiser criterion, which stipulates that those factors 
with eigenvalues greater than 1 should be retained, combined with the scree test.  The scree test 
examines the plot of the eigenvalues and retains all factors with eigenvalues in the sharp descent 
part of the plot before the eigenvalues begin to level off.  The scree test yields accurate results 
more frequently than the eigenvalue-greater-than-1 criterion (Green & Salkind, 2011).  A 
description of the process used for the PC extraction is provided in the following sections.  The 
seven stages of concern identified a priori in the CBAM conceptual framework were used in the 
analysis for the construct of Faculty Concerns.  The seven stages were established in the original 
CBAM literature and are described in detail in Chapter 2.  
Faculty attitudes.  One of the conceptual frameworks used for this study was the 
framework developed by Grunwald and Peterson (2003), which identified four broad constructs 
associated with faculty satisfaction with and involvement in student assessment: external 
influences, faculty characteristics, institutional characteristics, and institutional context.  Several 
subconstructs, including faculty attitudes, were included within the broader construct of 
institutional context.  Grunwald and Peterson hypothesized that a faculty member’s attitudes 
toward each of the other subconstructs identified as part of the institutional context construct 
would influence his or her satisfaction with and involvement in student assessment efforts.  The 
original NCPI study, as reported by Grunwald and Peterson (2003), listed seven factors for the 
construct of faculty attitudes.  Not all the questions addressed in the original study, however, 
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were in the ICSA, from which the survey questions for this study were derived.  Questions for 
this study were derived from the ICSA, which was included in the Student Assessment Toolkit 
and is available on the NCPI website.  That version of the ICSA included only three factors: 
Benefits, Faculty Reluctance, and Faculty Control.  To identify the factors to be used in this 
study, both confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses, procedures recommended by Devellis 
(2003) to identify the subscales within a construct, were conducted for the construct of Faculty 
Attitudes.  The initial analysis identified strong negative correlations for five items.  These items 
were reverse-scaled to match the positive direction of the other Faculty Attitudes items.  The 
parenthetical comments show how these recoded items read in the reverse-scaled direction. 
A-1.  Mandated student assessment (does not) limit(s) the academic freedom of faculty. 
A-4.  Student assessment (does not) reduce(s) the quality of education. 
A-6.  Student assessment (does not) limit(s) the amount of time I have to devote to other 
academic activities. 
A-15.  Monitoring student assessment is (not) a distraction and competes with essential 
academic work. 
A-20.  Faculty are (not) reluctant to engage in student assessment for fear that student 
assessment results will be used in evaluations. 
A PC extraction with varimax rotation was conducted for the 20 Faculty Attitudes items, 
including the recoded items.  The initial PC extraction revealed five PCs that had eigenvalues 
greater than 1.0.  The values for four of these were very close to one another, ranging from 1.03  
to 1.56, with the remaining component having a value of 7.13.  A summary of the eigenvalues 
for each of the five components is shown in Table 6.  If the researcher had followed the Kaiser 
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criterion, factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 would have been retained.  The scree plot, 
however, showed a significant elbow at two PCs that also proved to be interpretable.   
Table 6 
 
Summary of Eigenvalues of Principal Components of Attitudinal Scale Items 
  
Component 
Initial eigenvalues 
Total 
% of 
variance Cumulative % 
1 
 
7.13 35.63 35.63 
2 
 
1.56 7.81 43.44 
3 
 
1.47 7.33  50.77  
4 
 
1.08 5.38 56.15 
5 
 
1.03  5.16 61.31 
 
To investigate whether the PC results for this study would align with the three factors 
identified by Grunwald and Peterson (2003; i.e., Benefits, Faculty Reluctance, and Faculty 
Control), a PC extraction with varimax rotation was performed to force a three-factor solution.  
The results showed that 18 of 20 items had a correlation greater than .5 with one of the three 
components: 15 correlated with the Benefits component, 2 correlated with the Faculty 
Reluctance component, and 1 correlated with the component of Faculty Control.  Item 14, “I use 
more assessment techniques than I did 5 years ago,” and Item 20, “Faculty are reluctant to 
engage in student assessment for fear that student assessment results will be used in evaluations,” 
did not have a correlation greater than .5 for any of the three components.  These findings were 
inconsistent with the results of Grunwald and Peterson, who found 10 items with strong 
correlations with the Benefits component, 3 items with strong correlations with Faculty 
Reluctance, and 7 items with strong correlations with Faculty Control.  Given the differences in 
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findings for this study using the PC extraction and the results from Grunwald and Peterson, the 
researcher concluded that the component of Faculty Control was not a strong or well-defined 
independent factor.  As a result, all items Grunwald and Peterson had assigned to the component 
of Faculty Control were removed and a second PC extraction with varimax rotation was 
conducted.  These findings allowed the researcher to confirm, with the exception of one item (A-
4, “Student assessment reduces the quality of education”), the original assignment of items to the 
components of Benefits and Faculty Reluctance.  After the reverse coding of Item 4, the 
researcher determined that this item aligned well with other items assigned to Benefits and 
therefore assigned it to that component.  A summary of the Attitudinal scale items and associated 
factor loadings with the two components of Benefits and Faculty Reluctance are shown in Table 
7.  
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Table 7 
 
Summary of Attitudinal Scale Items and Factor Loadings for Varimax Orthogonal Rotation 
with Two Factors Extracted 
 
Attitudinal scale items Benefits Reluctance 
A-3. State or federally mandated assessment requirements improve 
the quality of education. 
 
.57  .15  
A-4. Student assessment (does not) reduce(s) the quality of 
education. 
 
.62  .18  
A-8. Student assessment has improved the quality of education at 
this institution. 
 
.80  .03  
A-9. Students today are learning more due to an institutional focus 
on the assessment of student learning. 
 
.73  .09  
A-10. From an educational standpoint, it is necessary for us to 
monitor what students learn. 
 
.56 .16 
A-11. The effectiveness of teaching is enhanced when faculty 
regularly assess students. 
 
.73 .27 
A-12. Student assessment techniques accurately measure student 
learning. 
 
.75 .24 
A-13. Regular assessment of students accurately captures what they 
are learning in my classroom. 
 
.70  .19 
A–17. What I learn by assessing student learning outcomes has 
immediate relevance to what takes place in the classroom. 
 
.71  .33 
A-19. An effective teacher is one who regularly assesses what 
students are learning. 
 
.67 .34 
A-6. Student assessment (does not) limit(s) the amount of time I 
have to devote to other activities. 
 
.34 .64 
A-15. Monitoring student assessment is (not) a distraction and 
competes with essential academic work. 
 
.41 .71 
A-20. Faculty are (not) reluctant to engage in student assessment 
for fear that student assessment results will be used in evaluations. 
.11 .74 
Note. Scale items are grouped by the factor on which they loaded rather than the order in which they appeared on the 
survey instrument.  All factor loadings used to determine the factor assignment are shown in boldface.  Items that 
were reverse coded include the reverse-coding language. 
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Levels of involvement.  According to Grunwald and Peterson (2003), three factors were 
included in the construct of Faculty Involvement (Classroom or Instructional, Institutional, 
External).  To confirm these three factors were present, a confirmatory factor analysis of the 15 
Involvement items was conducted.  Results displayed three PCs with eigenvalues very near to or 
greater than 1.0, indicating that three factors were associated with the construct of Faculty 
Involvement.  The scree plot showed a significant elbow at three PCs that also proved 
interpretable and confirmed the presence of three components.  A summary of the eigenvalues 
for each of the three components is shown in Table 8. 
Table 8 
 
Summary of Eigenvalues of Principal Components of the Involvement Scale Items 
 
Scale Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative % 
Classroom or Instructional 
Involvement 
 
6.74 44.91 44.91  
Institutional Involvement 
 
2.23 14.84 59.75 
External Involvement 
 
1.00 6.65 66.40 
 
 A PC extraction with varimax rotation was performed, with a three-factor solution.  All 
items displaying a relationship of .6 or above were assigned to the related component.  Three of 
the 15 items required further examination.  Item I-10, “interpreting results of studies of student 
assessment at my institution,” did not relate to any of the three components at .6 or above.  
Grunwald and Peterson (2003) originally assigned this item to Institutional Involvement, but the 
exploratory factor analysis showed a relationship of .38 for Institutional Involvement compared 
with a relationship of .57 for External Involvement.  Because the item correlated positively with 
both factors, for the purposes of this study it was retained in its original assignment of 
 79 
 
Institutional Involvement to preserve as much continuity with the original study as possible.  The 
second item requiring further examination was Item I-9, “advising students using their individual 
student assessment results.”  Grunwald and Peterson assigned this item to the Institutional 
Involvement factor, but the exploratory factor analysis showed a negative correlation (.02 ) 
with that component.  The item had a much stronger correlation (.67) with Classroom or 
Instructional Involvement, so it was moved to this component.  The third item addressed was I-5, 
“setting assessment policy for the institution,” which was assigned by Grunwald and Peterson to 
the Institutional Involvement factor.  The exploratory factor analysis showed a slightly stronger 
correlation (.59 vs. .62) with External Involvement, and because this item could be interpreted as 
either Institutional Involvement or External Involvement, the original assignment of Institutional 
Involvement was retained.  A summary of the Involvement scale items and associated factor 
loadings with the three components of Classroom or Instructional, Institutional, and External 
Involvement are shown in Table 9.   
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Table 9 
 
Summary of Involvement Scale Items and Factor Loadings for Varimax Orthogonal Rotation 
with Three Factors Extracted 
 
Involvement scale items 
Classroom or 
Instructional Institutional External 
I-9. Advising students using their individual student 
assessment results 
 
.67  .02  .25 
I-11. Use of student assessment in my instruction 
 
.83  .18 .15 
 I-12. Use of active assessment techniques (student 
portfolios, performances, observations) in my classroom 
 
.78 .22 .10  
I-13. Revision of my course or instructional methods 
based on student assessment results 
 
.84  .32 .06  
I-14. Evaluating the success of my classroom assessment 
activities 
 
.77 .39 .04  
I-1. Participation in institutional workshops or seminars 
to learn about student learning 
 
.17 .65  .43 
I-2. Creating new assessment techniques 
 
.41  .69 .14 
I-3. Participation in program review, curricular 
evaluation, or planning activities using student 
assessment results 
 
.35  .69 .13  
I-4. Service on school-wide or institution-wide 
committee or task force on student assessment 
 
.01 .70 .51 
I-5. Setting assessment policy for institution 
 
.06  .59 .62 
I-10. Interpreting the results of studies of student 
assessment at my institution 
 
.20 .38 .57  
I-15. Participation in departmental activities related to 
student assessment 
 
.39  .67  .20  
I-6. Publishing articles, reports, or other writings on 
student assessment 
 
.11 .20  .6 9 
I-7. Attendance at state, regional, or national workshops 
or conferences on student assessment 
 
.15  .28  .78 
I-8. Presentation at state, regional or national workshops 
or conferences on student assessment 
 
.13  .03 .83  
Note. Scale items are grouped by the factors on which they loaded.  All factor loadings used to determine the factor 
assignment are shown in boldface. 
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Faculty concerns.  Faculty stages of concern are an integral component of the CBAM, 
which is a model of an innovation adoption process.  The stages of concern are considered part 
of the developmental process faculty undergo as they move through the various levels of use of 
an innovation.  This research seeks to identify the concerns faculty have about SLOA and to 
examine the relationship between these concerns and their levels of involvement in SLOA 
activities.  The seven stages from the original CBAM framework were used to code the 
responses of faculty to the open-ended question asking them to list three concerns they had about 
SLOA.  The seven stages identified in the CBAM were used in their original sequence and by 
their original names in the data analysis.  
Initial analysis of the responses to the open-ended question regarding concerns faculty 
had about SLOA required qualitative analysis.  Responses for the open-ended questions were 
text based and nonnumeric; therefore, the initial analysis for this question required the data to be 
coded to organize the responses in a meaningful way.  Miles and Huberman (1994) defined 
codes as “tags or labels used for assigning units of meaning to the descriptive or inferential 
information compiled during a study” (p. 56).  Coding of the qualitative data was conducted in 
two stages.  In the first stage, the researcher conducted cluster coding to map responses to the 
stages of concern identified in the CBAM, which is part of the conceptual framework used for 
this study, as discussed in Chapter 2.   
 Following the guidelines for cluster coding provided by Newlove and Hall (1976), the 
researcher first read the open-ended responses in their entirety to develop a general feel for the 
affect, motivation, and needs the respondent reflected in his or her statements.  After the general 
overview, the researcher focused in detail on the substance of each sentence.  Each response was 
examined to determine whether the concerns expressed were related to a stage of concern 
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identified in the CBAM conceptual model.  The following a priori factors identified in the 
CBAM conceptual model were considered while coding the responses: (a) concerns that arise 
from uncertainties about how one’s role will change with the use of SLOA; (b) concerns that 
relate to problems anticipated or experienced with the management of SLOA; (c) collaboration 
with other colleagues that is a predominant focus; (d) concerns about SLOA that are expressed in 
terms of effects on students.  The concerns statements were further broken into content units that 
represented one thought or idea.  These units were scored according to the seven stages of 
concern listed in the stages of concern model.  Each content unit was interpreted by the 
researcher and assigned a number representing the appropriate stage of concern.  For example, 
statements referring to lack of time to conduct SLOA indicated Stage 3, Management concerns.  
Statements referring to the lack of knowledge about student learning assessment indicated Stage 
1, Informational concerns.  Newlove and Hall (1976) did not recommend computing a numerical 
average for the stages because an average could be misleading or meaningless.  Instead, they 
recommended using frequency distributions of the stages for analysis.  Following their 
suggestion, the researcher used frequency distributions of each of the stages for analysis.   
 As the second stage of the coding, the researcher used pattern codes to identify any 
patterns in the faculty responses.  Miles and Huberman (1994) identified pattern codes as a class 
of codes that is even more inferential and explanatory than other types of codes because they 
allow the researcher to look for patterns in responses instead of merely coding the individual data 
elements.  The researcher used this type of coding to provide greater insight into the qualitative 
data than analysis of the individual data elements would allow.  As part of the survey, each 
respondent was asked to list, in priority order, three concerns he or she had about SLOA.  As an 
initial step in the coding, each statement of concern was individually coded by assigning a 
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number from 0 to 6 to represent one of the seven stages of concern presented by the CBAM 
conceptual framework.  In the initial step of coding, the researcher did not attempt to make 
connections among all the concerns listed by each respondent, but rather looked at each 
individual statement as a unique concern.  Preliminary results were recorded.  As a second step 
in coding, the researcher used pattern coding to view each response within the context of all 
statements made by each respondent.  Instead of examining each statement as a unique concern 
unrelated to other concerns, the researcher examined all three concerns listed for each individual 
and looked for patterns or themes for all three responses.  When all three concerns were 
examined together, the researcher determined that, in some cases, the original coding for an 
individual response was not appropriate.  This use of pattern coding allowed the researcher to 
examine each individual response within a broader context and to make changes as appropriate.  
One example of this was the use of the single word attitudes as a response.  In most instances, 
this single word was coded as a Personal concern because all the other concerns listed by the 
respondent were centered on personal issues of the faculty.  In other instances, it was coded as 
either a Management concern or a Consequence concern.  Without the context of the other 
responses, it would have been difficult to determine whether the respondent was referring to 
faculty attitudes, management attitudes, or student attitudes. 
 The researcher also used the services of another individual to code the data independently 
to enhance the reliability of the findings.  This process, called check coding, was recommended 
by Miles and Huberman (1994) as a means of providing definitional clarity as well as being a 
good reliability check.  The researcher conducting the check coding had completed her doctoral 
degree in education and was trained in both qualitative and quantitative research methods.  This 
individual was selected because she is currently working in an Illinois community college, is 
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familiar with SLOA, and has recent research experience.  As an initial step in the check coding, 
the second coder was provided with a copy of Newlove and Hall’s (1976) A Manual for 
Assessing Open-Ended Statement of Concern About an Innovation.  This manual provided a brief 
overview of the CBAM, which was one of the conceptual frames for the study.  It also provided 
a guide for coding the responses.  The second coder was instructed to read the manual before 
coding any of the faculty responses and then to code a small number of responses for review by 
the researcher.  Upon receipt of the initial coding documents, the researcher compared the coding 
results of the second coder with her own findings.  Initial results indicated that approximately 
50% of the results were coded the same by both the researcher and the second coder.  The 
researcher and the second coder discussed the differences that appeared and developed a plan for 
proceeding with the process.  Recurring themes of accuracy, data, motivation, and validity 
appeared in the statements where differences in coding occurred, and it was agreed that a coding 
protocol would be used to categorize the responses.  The protocol is presented in Table 10. 
Table 10 
Protocol for Categorizing Responses to the Open-Ended Concerns Question  
Recurring theme Protocol 
Accuracy Stage 2, Personal, will be assigned if the concept of accuracy is conveyed as it relates 
to the faculty.  Stage 4, Consequence, will be used if the statement conveys a concern 
about accuracy as it relates to students. 
 
Data Stage 2, Personal, will be assigned if the statement relates to a faculty-related 
concern.  Stage 4, Consequence, will be used if the statement relates to a student 
issue. 
 
Motivation Stage 2, Personal, will be assigned if the statement relates to a faculty-related 
concern.  Stage 3, Management, will be used if the statement relates to a student 
issue. 
 
Validity Stage 4 will be used for all statements relating to validity because it was determined 
by both coders that the concern of validity is related to the use of the data and its 
potential impact on the students.  If SLOA data are not valid, then they have the 
potential to have negative consequences for the students. 
Note. SLOA = student learning outcomes assessment. 
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Once the protocol was established, the secondary coder continued to code the remaining 
responses.  She conducted the check coding using the same method and protocol used by the 
primary researcher.  Initial findings from the two coding activities achieved a reliability rate of 
90%.  The researcher and the second coder discussed the differences in their results and reached 
a consensus on the final coding to be used for analysis. 
Demographic variables.  In this study, responses to demographic questions were used to 
explore the differences that may occur between faculty categorized as being part of specific 
demographic groups.  The demographic variables were Tenure Status, Number of Years 
Employed as a full-time faculty member at the institution, and the primary Academic Discipline 
in which the faculty member did the majority of his or her teaching.  The coding scheme used for 
these data and their associated response metrics are described in Table 11.  The Tenure Status 
and the Number of Years Employed at the institution categories were predetermined by the 
researcher, and the participants indicated their responses by selecting one of the categories 
available on the survey instrument.  Assignment to an Academic Discipline category required 
coding by the researcher, and the process used for this coding is described in the next paragraphs. 
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Table 11 
 
Coding Scheme for Demographic Variables  
 
Variable Response option Coding or scale 
Tenure status 1 = tenured 
2 = nontenured 
 
Categorical 
Academic discipline 1 = hard–applied 
2 = hard–pure 
3 = soft–applied 
4 = soft–pure 
5 = trades 
6 = other 
 
Categorical 
Number of years employed 
at the institution 
1 = Less than 1 year 
2 = 1 to 5 years 
3 = 6 to 10 years 
4 = 11 to 15 years 
5 = 16 to 20 years 
6 = More than 20 years 
 
Categorical 
 
 The variables of Tenure Status and Number of Years Employed at the institution were 
used in this study as  Grunwald and Peterson (2003), Koslowski (2005), and Jacobson (2001) all 
included these variables to research faculty perceptions of quality and student learning 
assessment.  Grunwald and Peterson (2003) found that as the number of years a faculty worked 
at the institution increased, their satisfaction with their institution’s approach to assessment and 
the levels of involvement in assessment activities increased as well.  Koslowski (2005) used both 
tenure status and number of years employed at the institution as variables in his single institution 
case study in which he explored faculty and administrators’ perceptions of the definition of 
quality and the value of conducting assessment. Jacobson (2001) included the variables of tenure 
status and number of years of experience when she studied the extent of faculty involvement in 
and attitudes toward student assessment practices at two Midwestern, public, comprehensive, 
doctoral-level institutions.   She found a significant difference between faculty ranks regarding 
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faculty involvement in the department-division practices of documenting improvements made in 
academic programs based on assessment results.   
Although neither the Grunwald and Peterson (2003) nor the Koslowski (2005) studies 
used Academic Discipline as a variable, other pertinent research suggests that different academic 
disciplines have differentiated ways of knowing and doing (Angelo & Cross, 1993; Biglan, 
1973a, 1973b; Neumann et al., 2002).  In particular, when working with faculty and their use of 
the Teaching Goals Inventory, Angelo and Cross (1993) determined that “faculty teaching 
priorities are related more to academic discipline than to any other factor” (p. 366).  It was their 
premise that differences in teaching priorities based on discipline translated into differences in 
the manner in which faculty approached assessment.  Additionally, Ewell, Paulson, and Kinzie 
(2011) indicated that “disciplinary differences affect why programs do assessment, how much of 
it they do, and how they use the results” (p. 17).  For these reasons, the variable of Academic 
Discipline was added to the study.   
The Academic Discipline classification of the faculty respondents was based on a 
modification of the categories of Biglan (1973a) used by Young (2008) in her study of role 
conflict for department chairs in Illinois community colleges.  Biglan (1973a) provided one of 
the most frequently referenced categorization schemes of academic disciplines in higher 
education.  According to Biglan, the disciplines can be differentiated along three dimensions: 
hard versus soft, pure versus applied, and life systems versus non-life systems.  His scheme has 
been used by a number of higher education researchers and across a number of different 
institution types, but it was developed using disciplines taught primarily in university and 4-year 
college settings.  Because of concern that the disciplines used in the university and 4-year college 
settings might not be familiar terminology for community college faculty, Young (2008) used the 
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ICCB’s generic course list included in its Program Approval Manual to create a list of options 
from which respondents could choose when self-identifying their academic discipline.  She also 
recognized that given the unique mission of community colleges, the categories Biglan 
developed for the university and 4-year college setting did not adequately represent the 
disciplines of community college faculty.  She did not use the categories of life systems and non-
life systems, but instead added the categories of trades and developmental to the Biglan scheme.  
Young’s category of developmental was not retained for this study because it was not reflected 
in the participants’ responses.  The trades category, however, was retained because multiple 
responses fit in this category.  According to the American Heritage College Dictionary, a trade 
is an occupation requiring a manual or mechanical skill (“Trade,” 2007).  The National Center 
for Education Statistics categorizes occupations such as construction; automotive; drafting; 
precision metal; transportation and material moving; and consumer, personal, and other 
miscellaneous services, such as cosmetology, as being trade industry professions (NCES, 2011).  
Both the definition and the classification of occupations align with the coding decisions made for 
this study.  Although that the programs represented in the trades category are not included in the 
discipline constructs provided in the Biglan (1973a, 1973b) model, they do represent a major 
portion of the programmatic offerings provided by community colleges throughout Illinois 
(ICCB, 2012a).  Young (2008) concluded that the category of trades was acceptable to represent 
one of myriad academic disciplines specific to the community college context, and this 
researcher agreed with her premise.  After a review of the academic programs offered at all the 
participating institutions and the responses of the participants, a modified version of the model 
developed by Young (2008) was adopted for this study and used to categorize the disciplines of 
faculty respondents.   
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Initial coding of the academic disciplines was based on a modified version of the 
categories used by Young (2008).  Using the categories of hard–applied, hard–pure, soft–applied, 
soft–pure, trades, and other, the researcher categorized faculty responses to the open-ended 
question that asked them to self-identify the academic discipline in which they performed the 
majority of their teaching responsibilities.  After making initial assignments of the disciplines, 
the researcher used the services of a second coder to enhance the reliability of the coding.  The 
second researcher was selected because she has extensive research experience, is the principal 
investigator for a number of grants relating to career and technical education (CTE), and has won 
numerous awards for her scholarly work.  A comparison between the findings of the two 
researchers resulted in approximately 90% agreement in the initial categorization of the 
responses.  Discussions regarding the findings resulted in 100% agreement between the 
researchers.  Appendix A presents a complete listing of the faculty responses and their 
categorization. 
Data Collection 
The Internet-based product SurveyMonkey was used to construct, deliver, collect, and 
track all questionnaires for this study.  Upon approval from the College of Education’s Human 
Subjects Committee at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC), a pilot test of the 
survey instrument was conducted at a community college not included in the study.  The 
principal investigator was accountable for ensuring that all requirements to protect the 
participants set forth by the Human Subjects Committee in the College of Education at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign were met.  All respondents remained anonymous, 
and the data collected remained confidential.  Enhanced security for the Internet-delivered 
survey was provided through Secure Sockets Layer encryption, purchased by the researcher 
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through SurveyMonkey.  This is a protocol developed for transmitting private documents or 
information via the Internet.  It is used by many websites to obtain confidential user information 
and is supported in all modern browsers.   
Potential respondents were informed that participation in the survey was voluntary and 
that failure to return the survey would not result in any negative consequences.  Results were 
summarized and provided in aggregate form to protect the confidentiality of individual data.  No 
deception was involved with the research, and no information was purposely withheld.   
Because the survey instrument was a combination of questions from the ICSA and the 
open-ended question from the CBAM, aspects of the pilot-testing methods of Dillman et al. 
(2009) were used.  One step suggested by Dillman et al. (2009) was to obtain feedback on the 
draft questionnaire from a number of people who might have some specialized knowledge of 
some aspect of the questionnaire quality.  Two colleagues of the researcher, both full-time 
teaching faculty, were identified to perform this task.  One individual had extensive knowledge 
of social science research design, and the other had extensive knowledge of statistical methods 
and survey design.  The latter was also the institutional coordinator for SLOA at her college.  
Both individuals reviewed the questionnaire and offered suggestions for minor revisions to the 
layout of the instrument. 
A second suggestion Dillman et al. (2009) provided was to conduct cognitive interviews 
to identify wording, question order, visual design, and navigation problems.  These interviews 
can also be used to evaluate question interpretation, readability, and answerability.  Cognitive 
interviews are part of the cognitive laboratory method of study in psychological research, which 
is commonly used to explore the mental processes an individual uses when completing a task 
such as performing a mathematical problem or interpreting a passage of text.  Developed and 
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formalized using modern scientific research, cognitive laboratories have been used through the 
years to develop surveys, questionnaires, and assessments (Ericsson & Simon, 1993; Zucker, 
Sassman, & Case, 2004).   
Two approaches are widely used in cognitive laboratories: behaviorism and introspection.  
Behaviorism is used to collect data that can be quantified, such as the directly observable 
behavior of a subject in a stimulus–response experiment.  Behaviors such as eye movement or 
the number of times an individual pushes a button can be recorded and statistically analyzed in 
verifiable, objective ways.  The introspective approach is used when the researcher learns about 
the mental process of the subject by prompting the individual to talk about his or her own 
thoughts (Ericsson & Simon, 1993; Zucker et al., 2004).  Although early use of the introspective 
approach was met with some skepticism, as researchers have developed more rigorous protocols 
to formalize the observations and record the data from the verbal reporting, it has gained greater 
acceptance.  Verbal reports are now considered as significant a source of data about mental 
processes as are other types of observable behavior (Ericsson & Simon, 1993). 
Within the context of cognitive laboratories, verbal reports can take two forms.  They can 
be either concurrent or retrospective.  In a concurrent report, the research subject verbalizes his 
or her thoughts as they are happening while completing the assigned task.  In a retrospective 
report, the subject verbalizes his or her thoughts after completing the assigned task so as not to 
interrupt his or her concentration on the task.  Research has shown that both types of verbal 
reports are effective in providing accurate data about mental processes, but in some cases, the 
retrospective report provides data that are more complete because there is less distraction from 
the task (Zucker et al., 2004). 
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For this study, a retrospective verbal report or interview was used for pilot testing the 
survey instrument.  Faculty members from a group not included in the sample population were 
asked to complete the questionnaire and provide feedback to the researcher.  Pilot test 
participants were selected from various disciplines and asked to complete the questionnaire in 
their offices or in a computer laboratory while the researcher observed.  The researcher’s 
observation assisted in determining how the graphical layout of the questionnaire guided the 
respondents.  This is particularly helpful when developing Internet surveys because it allows the 
researcher to observe an individual’s mannerisms (e.g., forward and backward clicking as a 
means of gaining better comprehension of the question context) that may be beneficial in 
identifying additional navigational issues.  Special attention was paid to the browsers being used 
by the participants, and an effort was made to include multiple browsers in the pilot study.  This 
allowed the researcher to explore potential difficulties respondents might encounter as they 
attempted to complete the questionnaire.  Eight full-time teaching faculty from one institution 
were asked to participate in the pilot study.  They represented various academic disciplines and 
varied levels of involvement in the SLOA activities at the institution.  One faculty member was a 
department chair in science, and two others were program coordinators for CTE programs.  
Using an interview protocol (see Appendix B) to guide the retrospective interviews, the 
researcher asked faculty participating in the pilot test to provide feedback.  All eight participants 
offered similar feedback on the open-ended questions regarding faculty concerns about SLOA, 
and as a result, a modification was made to the questionnaire.  The original survey had three 
questions.  The first open-ended question asked for the faculty member’s primary concern about 
SLOA.  The second question asked for the next lower level of concern, and the third question 
asked for the third level of concern.  All participants in the pilot study suggested that the three 
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questions be combined into one question and that it be phrased to ask respondents to list, in 
priority order, three concerns they had about SLOA.  This modification was made to the survey 
instrument based on the suggestions of the participants.  A second suggestion from the pilot 
study participants was to include a list of examples of academic disciplines in the demographic 
question asking respondents to give the academic discipline in which they perform the majority 
of their teaching duties.  This modification was also made.  The modified survey can be found in 
Appendix C. 
After pilot testing of the survey was completed and appropriate revisions to the survey 
were made, the collection of data for the study began.  To distribute the survey, the researcher 
required e-mail addresses of full-time teaching faculty at the participating colleges.  Information 
for faculty at three of the participating colleges was obtained from a college representative in the 
institutional research office of their institutions.  One college, CCC, had an institutional policy 
that prohibited the sharing of employee e-mail addresses with individuals outside the college 
community, so the researcher was provided a link to the college’s employee directory and was 
advised that all faculty e-mail addresses would be available through this source.  After the 
researcher extracted the faculty e-mail addresses from this source, she confirmed the number of 
addresses with the institution’s institutional research office representative.  The college 
representative confirmed that the researcher had identified the appropriate number of e-mail 
addresses for this employee group.  The e-mail addresses from all four colleges were loaded into 
SurveyMonkey, and the e-mail functionality of SurveyMonkey was used to send all future 
correspondence from the researcher to the target population.   
The methods used for the distribution of the survey were guided by the tailored design 
method for survey research (Dillman et al., 2009).  Tailored design combines multiple 
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motivational features to encourage high-quantity and quality responses to a survey.  It was 
developed based on a social exchange perspective on human behavior, which suggests that an 
individual is more likely to respond and respond accurately if he or she trusts that the expected 
rewards will outweigh the anticipated costs of responding.  There are three fundamental 
considerations underlying this design.  First, it is a scientific approach to conducting surveys.  It 
focuses on reducing the four sources of survey error that can undermine the quality of the data 
gathered—coverage, sampling, nonresponse, and measurement.  Second, it involves developing 
a set of procedures that encourage high levels of response.  These procedures include all aspects 
of communication and interactions with the sample population used to prompt survey responses.  
Third, the tailored design is focused on developing procedures that build positive social 
exchange, which in turn encourages the sample population to respond.  Items to be considered 
when developing a positive social exchange include survey sponsorship, characteristics of the 
survey population, and content of the survey questions (Dillman et al., 2009).  The methods used 
in this study incorporated social exchange facets of the tailored design model, which included 
securing institutional sponsorship for the survey and using a data collection instrument consisting 
of questions that were relevant to the sample population.  In addition, data collection was 
scheduled to begin before midterm in an attempt to be sensitive to the busy schedules of teaching 
faculty. 
Dillman et al. (2009) provided several suggestions for increasing the response rate for 
online surveys.  One suggestion was to have someone in a position of authority or respect within 
the recipient’s organization send an initial communication to introduce the survey.  This 
introduction accomplishes two things: It provides a prenotice of the survey, and it indicates 
institutional support for the study.  The institutional research representatives at CCN and CCS 
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agreed to send an introductory e-mail to their full-time teaching faculty 1 week before the 
beginning of the data collection period.  The chief academic officer at CCSC sent a similar letter 
to the faculty at that institution, but the fourth college, CCC, declined to send an introductory e-
mail.  In an attempt to ensure that all participants received the same number of contacts, the 
researcher sent an introductory e-mail to the faculty employed at CCC.  In all cases, the 
introductory e-mail provided the purpose of the study, the contact information of the researcher, 
and encouragement for the faculty member’s participation. 
Following the three-contact strategy presented by Dillman et al. (2009), a series of three 
e-mails were developed to increase the response rate.  The first e-mail was sent to the entire 
sample approximately 5 days after the introductory e-mail was sent.  A copy of the initial e-mail 
can be found in Appendix D.  Contact information for the researcher was provided in the e-mail, 
as well as a statement disclosing the opportunity for respondents to be awarded one of two $50 
Amazon gift certificates for participation in the study.  The link to the survey was embedded in 
the body of the e-mail.  The link directed the participant to the first page of the survey, which 
provided instructions for completing the survey as well as the option for the respondent to either 
accept or decline the invitation to participate.   
Six days after the survey was opened, reminder e-mails were sent to all those who had 
not responded.  Once an individual had completed the survey, SurveyMonkey automatically 
removed the name of that person from the list of addressees.  Therefore, only nonrespondents 
received follow-up notices requesting their participation.  A second reminder e-mail to 
nonrespondents was sent 6 days after the first reminder.  The survey remained open for 2 weeks 
after the second reminder was sent.  Copies of the first and second reminder e-mails can be found 
in Appendices E and F, respectively. 
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According to Babbie (1990), a response rate of 50% is adequate, a response rate of 60% 
is good, and a response rate of 70% is very good.  In 2005, Kiernan, Kiernan, Oyler, and Gilles 
conducted a study to compare the response rates of Internet-delivered surveys with those of mail-
delivered surveys.  Participants for their study were community- and university-based educators 
who designed and oversaw educational programs in community settings and who were attending 
a professional development program.  They used an experimental framework and randomly 
selected participants for their study.  The sample size was 274, with half of the participants (n = 
137) assigned to each survey method.  Findings of their study indicated that response rates for 
Internet surveys were slightly higher (70.1%, n = 96) than those for mail surveys (61.3%, n = 
84).  They also found that Internet surveys appeared to be as effective as mail surveys in the rate 
of completion of quantitative questions that measured knowledge, attitudes, behaviors, and 
intentions.  According to the University of Texas at Austin’s Instructional Assessment Resources 
website, response rates for e-mail surveys are 40% for an average return, 50% for a good return, 
and 60% for a very good return.  A response rate of 51.6% (n = 269) was achieved for this study, 
which, according to Babbie (1990), was an adequate response rate for surveys in general and, 
considering the University of Texas standards, was a good response rate for an Internet survey.  
Response rates for each of the four colleges are presented in Table 12.   
  
 97 
 
Table 12 
Response Rate of Study Participants by Institution 
Institution n % of full-time teaching faculty at the institution % of total sample 
CCC 41 45 (n = 91) 15 
CCS 50 50 (n = 101) 19 
CCSC 68 55 (n = 123) 25 
CCN 110 53 (n = 206) 41 
 Total 269  100 
Note.  CCC = Community College Central; CCS = Community College South; CCSC = Community College South 
Central; CCN = Community College North. 
 
Data Analysis 
Analysis of the data was structured to answer the research questions.  All tests of 
significance were two-tailed and conducted at an  level of p < .05.  A significance level of .05 
was considered acceptable for controlling for Type I and Type II errors (Green & Salkind, 2011; 
Jaeger, 1993).  Portions of the data collection instrument were derived from an instrument used 
in previous research; therefore, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to 
identify and confirm the factors used for analysis in this study.  Descriptive statistics, including 
frequency distributions, measures of central tendency, correlations, and ANOVAs, were used to 
produce the overall results for the research questions.  The procedure used for each question is 
addressed in the following paragraphs.  Data collected from the FACS were analyzed using 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software, version 19 (SPSS, IBM Corporation, 
Armonk, NY).  Initially, the data were cleaned to make determinations about incomplete 
responses.  Twenty-one cases were removed from the sample because even though the 
respondents agreed to participate, they left all the remaining items blank.  The remaining data set 
included 248 usable responses. 
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 Assessing the research questions.  The research questions, variables, and methods of 
data analysis are summarized in Table 13.   
Table 13 
Research Questions, Variables, and Methods of Data Analysis  
 
Associated research question Variable Data analysis 
RQ 1 What attitudes do community college 
faculty have about SLOA?  
RQ 1a. What are the differences in 
attitudes based on respondent 
demographics of tenure status, years 
employed at the institution, and 
academic discipline? 
 
Attitudes Toward SLOA 
 
 Tenure Status 
 Years Employed 
 Academic Discipline 
Mean, SD 
 
 t test 
 ANOVA 
 ANOVA 
 
RQ 2 What concerns do community college 
faculty have about SLOA? 
RQ 2a. What are the differences in 
concerns based on respondent 
demographics of tenure status, years 
employed at the institution, and 
academic discipline? 
 
Concerns About SLOA 
 
 Tenure Status 
 Years Employed 
 Academic Discipline 
Frequency distribution 
 
 Chi-square 
 Chi-square 
 Chi-square 
 
RQ 3 What is the level of involvement of 
community college faculty in SLOA? 
RQ 3a. What are the differences in 
levels of involvement based on 
respondent demographics of tenure 
status, years employed at the 
institution, and academic discipline? 
 
Level of Involvement in 
SLOA 
 
 Tenure Status 
 Years Employed 
 Academic Discipline 
Mean, SD 
 
 
 t test 
 ANOVA 
 ANOVA 
 
RQ 4 What is the relationship between 
community college faculty members’ attitudes 
about SLOA and their level of involvement? 
 
Attitudes About SLOA 
 
Levels of Involvement in 
SLOA 
 
Pearson correlation 
coefficient 
RQ 5 What is the relationship between 
community college faculty members’ concerns 
about SLOA and their level of involvement? 
 
Concerns About SLOA 
 
Levels of Involvement in 
SLOA 
t test, ANOVA, Mean, 
SD 
Note. RQ = research question; SLOA = student learning outcomes assessment. 
Research Question 1 described the attitudes of community college faculty toward SLOA.  
The attitudinal factors of Benefits and Faculty Reluctance were analyzed using mean scores and 
standard deviations to determine the central tendency of all responses.  These are the two most 
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frequently used methods of identifying the middle of a score distribution and the spread of scores 
in a distribution (Jaeger, 1993).  Research Question 1a was developed to describe how these 
attitudes differed based on the respondent demographics of tenure status, number of years 
employed at the institution, and academic discipline.  An independent samples t test for equality 
of means was conducted to determine differences based on the tenure status of the respondent.  
An ANOVA was used to determine if differences in responses were based on the number of 
years the respondent had been employed at the institution, and a second ANOVA was conducted 
to determine if differences were based on the respondent’s academic discipline.  A Tukey post 
hoc test was conducted to provide greater detail regarding the differences. 
 Research Question 2 was developed to describe concerns faculty have about SLOA.  
Results were analyzed using the procedures recommended by Newlove and Hall (1976).  The 
raw data consisted of statements provided by the respondents in which they described their 
concerns about SLOA.  On the survey, faculty were asked to list their concerns in priority order.  
The researcher categorized the stages of concern as primary, secondary, or tertiary concerns 
based on the order in which a concern was listed.  These statements were coded and assigned a 
number representing one of the seven stages of concern presented in the CBAM conceptual 
framework.  Once a number was assigned to each response, frequency distributions were 
conducted to determine the number of times a particular stage was represented.  Frequency 
distributions were disaggregated by the three demographic variables to identify how the concerns 
related to the respondent demographics of tenure status, number of years employed, and 
academic discipline and to answer Research Question 2a.  Pearson chi-square tests were also 
conducted to categorize the frequency distributions of Stages 2, 3, and 4 based on faculty tenure 
status, years of employment, and academic discipline. 
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 Research Question 3 described the levels of involvement of community college faculty in 
SLOA.  The three factors of Classroom or Instructional Involvement, Institutional Involvement, 
and External Involvement were analyzed using mean scores and standard deviations to determine 
central tendency.  Research Question 3a was developed to identify differences in results based on 
the demographic variables.  An independent samples t test for equality of means was conducted 
to determine differences in results based on the tenure status of the respondent.  An ANOVA was 
used to determine if there were differences in responses based on the number of years the 
respondent had been employed at the institution, and a second ANOVA was conducted to 
determine if differences appeared based on the respondent’s academic discipline.  A Tukey post 
hoc test was conducted to provide greater detail regarding the differences.  
 Research Question 4 described the relationship between faculty attitudes and their level 
of involvement with SLOA.  A correlation coefficient indicates the degree of relationship 
between two variables (Jaeger, 1993; King & Minium, 2003).  The Pearson product–moment 
correlation coefficient is the most widely used correlation coefficient, and this was used to assess 
the relationship between the attitudinal scales and the involvement scales.   
 Research Question 5 addressed the relationship between community college faculty 
members’ stages of concerns about SLOA and their levels of involvement.  Independent t tests 
were conducted for each stage of concern to determine if there were any differences in the means 
for the involvement scale and three involvement subscales based on the stage of concern.  The 
stages of concern were analyzed in the aggregate so that all faculty who voiced a concern 
categorized in that stage, regardless of the sequence in which the response to the question was 
given, were included and considered in that stage.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted as a 
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second analysis to identify the possible relationship between involvement and the primary stage 
of concern.  
  
 102 
 
Chapter 4 
 
Findings 
 
 This chapter presents the results of research that examined the attitudes and concerns 
toward student learning outcomes assessment (SLOA) of full-time teaching faculty at four 
community colleges in Illinois that are participating in the Academy for Assessment of Student 
Learning of the Higher Learning Commission (HLC).  Additionally, the study identified 
relationships between those attitudes and concerns and the faculty members’ level of 
involvement in SLOA activities at the classroom or instructional and institutional levels, as well 
as with external activities.  Further analyses addressed differences in attitudes, concerns, and 
levels of involvement in SLOA based on tenure status, the number of years a faculty member 
was employed at his or her institution, and the academic discipline in which the faculty member 
performed the majority of his or her teaching duties.  The chapter is organized into five sections 
to answer the primary research questions that guided the study.   
Research Question 1 
Research Question 1 examined the attitudes of full-time faculty toward SLOA, and 
Research Question 1a was developed to describe the relationships between those attitudes and 
the tenure status, number of years employed at the institution, and academic discipline of the 
faculty.  To answer this question, each participant was asked to respond to 20 statements on the 
Faculty Attitudes and Concerns Survey (FACS).  Each respondent was asked to rate his or her 
level of agreement with each statement on a 4-point Likert scale, with 1 being disagree strongly, 
4 being agree strongly, and no neutral mid-point. Frequency distributions were calculated for all 
respondents for all items associated with the overall Attitudinal scale as well as for items 
associated with the subscales measuring Benefits of SLOA and Reluctance associated with 
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SLOA (Table 14).  The mean, standard deviation, and range were calculated for each item of the 
overall Attitudinal scale and subscales of Benefits and Reluctance, and these results are shown in 
Appendix G.  Means and standard deviations computed for all items associated with the overall 
Attitudinal scale and subscales of Benefits and Faculty Reluctance are shown in Table 15.   
Table 14 
 
Number and Percentage for Item Ratings on the Overall Attitudinal Scale and Associated 
Subscales
a 
 
Subscales and Overall Scale (numbered by 
questionnaire item) 
Disagree 
strongly 
Disagree 
somewhat 
Agree 
somewhat 
Agree 
strongly 
Benefits Subscale: 
 
3.    State or federally mandated assessment 
requirements improve the quality of education. 
 
4.    Student assessment reduces the quality of 
education. 
 
8.    Student assessment has improved the quality of 
education at this institution. 
 
9.    Students today are learning more due to an 
institutional focus on the assessment of student 
learning. 
 
10.  From an educational standpoint, it is necessary 
for us to monitor what students learn.  
 
11.  The effectiveness of teaching is enhanced when 
faculty regularly assess students.  
 
12.  Student assessment techniques accurately 
measure student learning. 
 
13.  Regular assessment of students accurately 
captures what they are learning in my classroom. 
 
17.  What I learn by assessment of student learning 
has immediate relevance to what takes place in the 
classroom. 
 
 
65 
(26%) 
 
116 
(47%) 
 
21 
(9%) 
 
41 
(17%) 
 
 
3 
(1%) 
 
7 
(3%) 
 
17 
(7%) 
 
13 
(5%) 
 
14 
(6%) 
 
 
 
 
95 
(39%) 
 
83 
(34%) 
 
63 
(26%) 
 
105 
(43%) 
 
 
13 
(5%) 
 
23 
(9%) 
 
87 
(35%) 
 
57 
(23%) 
 
50 
(20%) 
 
 
 
 
75 
(31%) 
 
40 
(16%) 
 
127 
(52%) 
 
80 
(33%) 
 
 
105 
(43%) 
 
116 
(47%) 
 
131 
(54%) 
 
148 
(60%) 
 
118 
(48%) 
 
 
 
 
11 
(4%) 
 
8 
(3%) 
 
31 
(13%) 
 
18 
(7%) 
 
 
126 
(51%) 
 
100 
(41%) 
 
9 
(4%) 
 
29 
(12%) 
 
65 
(26%) 
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Table 14 (continued) 
Subscales and Overall Scale (numbered by 
questionnaire item) 
Disagree 
strongly 
Disagree 
somewhat 
Agree 
somewhat 
Agree 
strongly 
19.  An effective teacher is one who regularly assesses 
what students are learning. 
 
Faculty Reluctance Subscale: 
 
6.    Student assessment limits the amount of time I 
have to devote to other activities. 
 
15.  Monitoring student assessment is a distraction 
and competes with essential academic work. 
 
20.  Faculty are reluctant to engage in student 
assessment for fear that student assessment results 
will be used in evaluations.  
 
13 
(5%) 
 
 
 
37 
(15%) 
 
72 
(29%) 
 
43 
(18%) 
27 
(11%) 
 
 
 
85 
(34%) 
 
109 
(44%) 
 
80 
(33%) 
109 
(44%) 
 
 
 
96 
(39%) 
 
45 
(18%) 
 
86 
(36%) 
97 
(40%) 
 
 
 
29 
(12%) 
 
21 
(9%) 
 
31 
(13%) 
Other Items included in Overall Scale that did not 
load on above Subscales: 
 
1.   Mandated student assessment limits the academic 
freedom of faculty. 
 
2.   Results of student evaluations of teaching 
influence how faculty assess student work. 
 
5.   I am completely free to implement my own 
approach to assessment. 
 
7.   Student assessment is more effective when 
determined by the faculty member rather than by the 
institution. 
 
14.  I use more assessment techniques than I did 5 
years ago. 
 
16.  Faculty have a professional obligation to 
regularly assess what students are learning. 
 
18.  Frequent communication with colleagues 
improves my student assessment practices. 
 
 
 
 
59 
(24%) 
 
50 
(20%) 
 
13 
(5%) 
 
5 
(2%) 
 
 
20 
(8%) 
 
5 
(2%) 
 
16 
(7%) 
 
 
 
85 
(34%) 
 
72 
(29%) 
 
54 
(22%) 
 
34 
(14%) 
 
 
44 
(18%) 
 
18 
(7%) 
 
45 
(18%) 
 
 
 
74 
(30%) 
 
101 
(41%) 
 
117 
(48%) 
 
107 
(43%) 
 
 
114 
(46%) 
 
115 
(47%) 
 
132 
(54%) 
 
 
 
30 
(12%) 
 
24 
(10%) 
 
63 
(25%) 
 
101 
(41%) 
 
 
68 
(28%) 
 
108 
(44%) 
 
52 
(21%) 
a
n = 248 faculty respondents. 
 105 
 
Table 15 
 
Mean Ratings and Standard Deviations for the Overall Attitudinal Scale Items and Associated 
Subscalesª  
 
Attitudinal Scale and Subscales M SD 
Benefits Subscale  2.86 .55 
Reluctance Subscale 2.68 .67 
Overall Scale 2.85 .44 
ªn = 248 faculty respondents. 
The mean for the overall Attitudinal scale items was 2.85, with a standard deviation of 
.44.  The mean for all items that loaded on the Benefits subscale was 2.86, with a standard 
deviation of.55, and the mean for items that loaded on the Reluctance subscale was 2.68, with a 
standard deviation of .67.  The means for the overall Attitudinal scale as well as the means for 
the subscales of Benefits and Reluctance were above the midpoint of 2.5, suggesting a 
moderately positive attitude toward SLOA.  Included in the Benefits subscale were statements 
focused on how SLOA has improved student learning at the institution and how the effectiveness 
of the faculty member’s teaching is enhanced when he or she regularly assesses students.  
Frequency distributions show 65% of the respondents agree somewhat or strongly that SLOA 
has improved the quality of education at an institution, and 88% agree somewhat or strongly 
agree that the effectiveness of teaching is enhanced by assessing student learning outcomes.  
Another item included in the Benefits subscale stated that what faculty learn through assessment 
activities has a direct effect on what takes place in their classrooms and this statement was 
agreed to somewhat or strongly by 74% of the faculty respondents.   
Items on the Reluctance subscale included statements about the amount of time it takes 
for faculty to conduct SLOA and the distraction it presents to faculty.  Reponses regarding the 
amount of time required to devote to assessment were fairly evenly distributed between disagree 
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somewhat (34%) and agree somewhat (39%), suggesting that faculty have varying attitudes 
towards time devoted to SLOA.  Results for all respondents showed 49% disagreed either 
somewhat or strongly with the statement while 51% agreed somewhat or strongly with the 
suggestion that time spent on assessment limits the time they have to devote to other activities.   
Faculty respondents somewhat or strongly agreed with several items that did not load on 
the subscales, including that assessment is more effective when faculty determine what to do 
(84%), and that faculty have professional obligations to assess student learning (91%). These are 
two of the most positively rated items of any included in the overall Attitudinal scale. Items 
associated with mandated assessment limiting academic freedom and with student ratings of 
instruction affecting faculty assessment of student work received a fairly substantial level of 
disagreement (58% and 49%, respectively). 
To summarize findings related to Research Question 1, these results show the 
preponderance of faculty have moderately positive attitudes about the various aspects of SLOA 
that were measured by the questionnaire, as shown by the frequency distributions and the means 
of the overall Attitudinal scale and the subscales of Benefits and Reluctance. 
Research Question 1a.  Research Question 1a was developed to describe how faculty 
attitudes toward SLOA differ based on the respondent demographics of Tenure Status, Years of 
Employment at the institution, and Academic Discipline (Table 16).  Response rates based on 
demographics showed that approximately 70% of the faculty respondents from all four 
institutions had been employed at their respective institutions for 1 to 15 years.  Looking at the 
overall sample, 50% of the faculty respondents had been employed by their institutions 10 years 
or less, and 50% had been employed 11 or more years.  
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With respect to academic discipline (see, again, Appendix A for the coding and 
categorization of disciplines), approximately 35% of all the faculty respondents performed the 
majority of their teaching duties in the soft–applied disciplines, which include accounting, allied 
health occupations, and business; and the second largest percentage of faculty (25%) represented 
soft–pure disciplines, such as communication, English, and the social sciences.  Faculty 
associated with the hard-pure disciplines made up the next largest group, accounting for 21% of 
the respondents. Most of these faculty members teach the science disciplines of biology, 
chemistry and physics. 
With respect to tenure status, the vast majority (83%) of faculty respondents in all four 
colleges were tenured.  CCN employed the largest percentage (22%) of nontenured respondents.   
This result is consistent with survey responses to the demographic question that asked faculty to 
self-report the number of years of employment at their respective institutions, with 32% of the 
faculty at CCN reporting they have been employed fewer than 5 years. 
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Table 16 
Percentage of Respondents by Background Characteristics  
 
Variable 
Institution 
CCC 
(n = 38) 
CCS 
(n = 47) 
CCSC 
(n = 62) 
CCN 
(n = 101) 
Total 
(n = 248) 
Years Employed      
<1 8% 0% 5% 10% 7% 
1 to 5 34% 34% 16% 23% 25% 
6 to 10 21% 15% 34% 27% 25% 
11 to 15 21% 23% 16% 21% 20% 
16 to 20 10% 17% 13% 11% 13% 
>20 3% 11% 14% 7% 9% 
NR 3% 0% 2% 1% 1% 
Academic Discipline      
Hard–applied 5% 2% 3% 4% 4% 
Hard–pure 21% 25% 19% 20% 21% 
Soft–applied 32% 32% 42% 35% 35% 
Soft–pure 32% 23% 28% 22% 25% 
Trades 8% 17% 8% 16% 13% 
Other 2% 0% 0% 3% 2% 
Tenure Status      
Tenured 82% 91% 85% 77% 83% 
Nontenured 18% 9% 15% 22% 17% 
NR 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
Note. CCC = Community College Central; CCS = Community College South; CCSC = Community College South 
Central; CCN = Community College North; NR = not reported. 
 
To answer Research Question 1a, three statistical tests were conducted.  An independent-
samples t test was conducted to determine whether there was a difference in attitudes based on 
the variable Tenure Status (tenured or  nontenured) and the grand mean of the Attitudinal scale 
and of the grand mean of the Benefits and Reluctance subscales.  The t test for the overall 
Attitudinal scale was not significant, t(245) = 1.14, p = .25.  The t test for the Benefits subscale, 
t(245) = 1.68, p = .09, and the t test for the Reluctance subscale, t(245) = 1.21, p = .23 was 
also not significant.  There was no difference in Tenure Status of the faculty and the overall 
Attitudinal scale or the Benefits or Reluctance subscales based on these results.   
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 A one-way ANOVA was conducted to identify differences between Academic Discipline 
(hard–applied, hard–pure, etc.) and the overall Attitudinal scale and the Benefits and Reluctance 
subscales.  Results showed no significant difference at the .05 significance level between 
Academic Discipline and the overall Attitudinal scale, F(5,242) = 2.09, p = .07, or the 
Reluctance subscale, F(5, 242) = 1.16, p = .33.  However, the ANOVA was significant for the 
Benefits subscale, F(5, 242) = 2.37, p = .04.  A Tukey post hoc test was conducted to determine 
differences between the sub-group(s) of academic disciplines on the Benefits subscale.  Results 
showed a significant difference between the hard–applied (i.e., biology, chemistry, and physics) 
and soft–applied disciplines (i.e., accounting, allied health, business, economics, education, and 
nursing).  The mean difference between the faculty in these two academic disciplines, based on 
the Tukey test, was 0.58, with p = .032.  Results showed the mean rating for faculty in the soft–
applied disciplines was 2.97, whereas the mean rating for faculty in the hard–applied disciplines 
was 2.39.  This result suggests that faculty in the soft-applied disciplines had a more positive 
attitude toward the benefits of SLOA than did faculty in the hard–applied disciplines. 
 A one-way ANOVA was also conducted to identify differences in attitudes based on the 
Number of Years Employed at the institution and the overall Attitudinal scale and the Benefits 
and Reluctance subscales.  Years of employment were collected as a categorical variable, with 
categories representing ranges of employment from less than 1 year of employment to more than 
20 years of employment with the institution.  Each category was assigned a numeric code from 1 
to 6, with 1 reflecting less than 1 year of employment and 6 reflecting more than 20 years of 
employment.  Results for the overall Attitudinal scale showed no significant difference in mean 
rating by years of employment at the .05 significance level, F(5, 240) = 1.43, p = .21.  The 
Reluctance subscale, F(5, 240) = 0.74, p = .60, and the Benefits subscale, F(5, 240) = 1.45, p = 
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.21, also did not show a significant difference.  Because the F test was not significant at the .05 
level for the overall Attitudinal scale or the Benefits or Reluctance subscales, post hoc testing 
was not performed.   
Research Question 2   
Using the framework of the CBAM conceptual model, Research Question 2 explored the 
concerns faculty have about SLOA, and Research Question 2a examined differences in the stage 
of concern based on Tenure Status, Number of Years Employed at the institution, and Academic 
Discipline.  As described in Chapter 3, each response to the open-ended question regarding 
faculty concerns about SLOA was coded and assigned a number reflecting a particular stage of 
concern.  Stages ranged from 0, Awareness, to 6, Refocusing, with each of the seven stages 
falling within one of four broad concerns’ categories—Awareness, Self, Task, and Impact.  This 
coding system was informed by work of Newlove et al. (1973). Consistent with Horsley and 
Loucks-Horsley (1998), this researcher coded the stages of concern in such a manner that one 
stage was not considered a higher rank order or greater value but rather equally weighted.  
Therefore, these data are treated as nominal level variables.  
To answer Research Questions 2 and 2a, faculty were asked to list, in priority order, three 
concerns they had about SLOA.  Concerns were defined as the composite description of the 
various motivations, perceptions, attitudes, feelings, and thoughts experienced by a person in 
relation to SLOA.  A total of 209 respondents answered this question, producing 560 distinct 
responses.  Some participants provided three responses, as requested, but others gave only one or 
two responses.  The majority of responses (96.79%) were categorized as one of the following 
three stages of concern:  Stage 2, Personal; Stage 3, Management; or Stage 4, Consequence. The 
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aggregate frequency distribution of the stages of all concerns reported by faculty respondents is 
shown in Table 17.   
Table 17 
Distribution of Responses to the Open-Ended Question to Stage of Concern Categories
a 
 
Stage of concern Frequency % Cumulative % 
0  = Awareness 0 0 0 
1 = Informational 12 2.14 2.14 
2 = Personal 213 38.04 40.18 
3 = Management 156 27.86 68.04 
4 = Consequence 173 30.89 98.93 
5 = Collaboration 1 0.18 99.11 
6 = Refocusing 5 0.89 100.00 
a
n = 560 concern statements reported by faculty respondents. 
None of the responses expressed a concern classified as Stage 0, Awareness.  A Stage 0 
concern would have indicated that the faculty member had little knowledge of the innovation, 
little involvement with the innovation, or both.  Similarly, very few responses were classified as 
Stage 1, Informational, which suggests a general awareness of an innovation and an interest in 
learning more about it.  In this stage, a person is not worried about himself or herself in relation 
to the innovation.  Concerns at this stage are focused on the faculty member’s interest in the 
innovation in a selfless manner; this stage includes concerns about SLOA topics such as general 
characteristics, effects, and requirements for use. (Newlove & Hall, 1976) Of the 12 responses 
coded as Stage 1, the overall theme as applied to this study was interpreted by this researcher as 
one of wanting to understand when, how, and what to assess student learning outcomes.   
Results also showed very few responses at the other end of the stages of concern 
continuum, at Stages 5 and 6.  Only one person expressed a concern that was classified as a 
Stage 5 concern, which are concerns focused on coordination and cooperation with others in 
 112 
 
relation to SLOA, and only five faculty expressed concerns in Stage 6, which are concerns 
focused on the exploration of the more universal benefits of SLOA (Newlove & Hall, 1976).  
The one Stage 5 concern expressed was the desire by the faculty member to collaborate with 
other faculty.  Stage 6 concerns were focused on the benefit of SLOA to the institution and how 
faculty could continue to make improvements in the process to benefit the faculty as a whole.  It 
is interesting to note that none of the Stage 5 or 6 concerns was expressed as a primary concern, 
since again, faculty were asked to rank order up to three stages of concern.  All these statements 
were listed as either a second or a third priority when the faculty submitted their responses to the 
survey.  
 Individual responses (n = 213) were most prevalent in the area of concern associated with 
Stage 2, Personal.  Concerns in Stage 2 are categorized in the original conceptual framework 
(Newlove & Hall, 1976) as concerns about self and are focused on the individual adopting an 
innovation. This stage includes uncertainty about faculty roles and the demands placed on them 
by SLOA, including  faculty perceptions of their role in relation to the reward structure, decision 
making, and consideration of potential conflicts with existing structures or personal commitment.  
After a careful analysis of the responses in this stage, two themes emerged.  First, faculty felt 
they lacked control over SLOA, and second, they distrusted or questioned how SLOA 
information would be used.  Included in the first theme was the perception that SLOA is a 
mandated activity and that it is being driven by administrative and external factors, not by the 
faculty.  Statements such as “mandated school-wide assessment strategies of a ‘one shoe fits all’ 
design rather than an individualized approach specifically designed for a program” and “Sound 
educational philosophy needs to be created by those who are experts in a particular discipline” 
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reflected the sentiments of faculty who shared concerns that “Institutional definitions of 
assessment will override the assessment definitions determined by the faculty.”  
Also included among these responses were statements that suggested assessment that 
crosses academic disciplines was challenging for faculty to implement.  When institutional-level 
assessment is mandated, gaps occur.  Faculty expressed frustration that the uniqueness of their 
academic disciplines was ignored in favor of more generalized assessment strategies seemingly 
favored by administrators and that a “top down” approach was being used.  An example of this 
response came from a faculty member at CCSC, who stated, “I worry that there could be too 
much mandated assessment using methods that might not be effective for certain disciplines”.   
In addition, multiple faculty responses mentioned the concern that the current assessment 
movement is similar to the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) mandate of the K-12 system and that 
faculty are being forced to begin teaching to the test instead of teaching students how to integrate 
skills and knowledge into who they are as people and how they might apply skills and 
knowledge in the world in which they live and work.  An example of this perspective was shared 
by a faculty member at CCS, who said, “Assessment has been watered down to allow poor 
students to pass ‘No Child Left Behind’”.  Another faculty member at CCN expressed concern 
that “How they [students] learned something and what they can do with it are more important 
than ‘what they learn’ in many cases.”  These results suggest that faculty do not feel they have 
control over SLOA but instead are forced to meet the expectations of either administrators or an 
external organization, such as the federal government. 
A second theme related to Stage 2, Personal, concerns indicated that respondents had 
feelings of distrust about how assessment information would be used, and they feared that 
personnel evaluations would be based on assessment results.  Statements from faculty such as 
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“Student outcomes will reflect performance of faculty” and the “[I]nstructor being held 
responsible for students’ lack of learning instead of students” indicated a concern for how SLOA 
might affect their professional status.  The word “penalized” appeared in several responses, 
suggesting strong concern that punitive action might be taken if results of SLOA were not 
deemed satisfactory.  One respondent even stated that “assessment tied to employment status” 
was his or her primary concern.  In addition to this one faculty member’s concern that he or she 
might be labeled an ineffective instructor, several responses focused on the responsibility 
students need to take for their own learning and that it was not appropriate for faculty to bear the 
entire responsibility for student learning.  The concern for how SLOA would affect the role and 
status of the faculty was clearly a Personal concern.   
The second highest number of responses (n = 173) was categorized as Stage 4, 
Consequence, and this stage garnered only slightly fewer responses than Stage 2.  Stage 4, 
Consequence, is categorized as an impact concern and is focused primarily on the impact of 
SLOA on the students.  As implied by its descriptor, these concerns address the relevance of 
SLOA for students, including their performance and competencies, and changes the faculty 
might need to make to enhance student outcomes (Newlove & Hall, 1976).  Responses included 
in this stage were the concerns that student learning cannot be measured by numbers and that the 
use of standardized tests does not take into consideration the diversity of learning styles among 
students.  Statements such as “Learning outcomes and goals are different for each student.  The 
individual must be taken into account” and “Assessing outcomes involves a process that doesn’t 
tell the full story of what a student has learned” were included in this stage. These statements 
seemed to demonstrate concern by the faculty that SLOA must be done carefully to meet the 
needs of individual students.  Faculty comments also included the concern that SLOA was 
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responsible for many faculty “teaching to the test,” which was perceived to be an attitude more 
appropriate to the K-12 system than to postsecondary education.  Many responses included 
statements about the validity (or lack thereof) of the data and whether the data being gathered 
would be relevant to promoting long-term student learning.  Included in this theme was the 
concern that if the data were incorrect, then inappropriate changes might be made to the 
curriculum.  
Stage 3 concerns represented the third highest number of overall responses (n = 156).  
These concerns were categorized as task concerns and were focused on the processes and tasks 
of SLOA and the best use of the information and resources.  The focus was on issues related to 
efficiency, organizing, managing, scheduling, and time demands (Newlove & Hall, 1976).  
Nearly one-third (n = 49) of the responses in this stage indicated that faculty were concerned 
about the lack of time available to conduct SLOA.  Although some responses suggested that 
SLOA was a “waste of time” or that it “takes time away from teaching,” others presented 
concerns that were neither positive nor negative but simply a recognition that faculty have 
competing priorities and that SLOA is but one of them.  One respondent demonstrated this 
concern by stating, “The time factor is a huge concern.  We have so many competing priorities 
that it can be difficult to develop new assessment techniques and still get everything else done.”   
Also included in the Stage 3 concerns was the suggestion that the level of participation in 
SLOA is not evenly distributed among all faculty and that some faculty appear to bear a greater 
burden of responsibility than others for getting the work done.  This was especially evident in the 
concerns that indicated “Assessment needs to be a priority among all faculty” and the need for 
“getting all faculty to buy-in to the process” is necessary. One faculty member even stated, 
“Faculty resist participating in assessment,” whereas another mentioned “bad PR leading to a bad 
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attitude toward assessment among faculty.”  All these statements addressed concerns about how 
SLOA is managed by the institution. 
Research Question 2a 
To answer Research Question 2a, the frequency distributions of the responses to 
Research Question 2 were analyzed using a Pearson chi-square test to examine the association 
between those frequencies and the demographic subgroups of Tenure Status, Academic 
Discipline, and Number of Years Employed at the institution and to compare the counts between 
groups.  Frequency distributions for all stages of concern showed that the number of responses 
that fit Stages 0, 1, 5, and 6 constituted only 3.2% of the total.  Stages 2, 3, and 4 represented 
96.8% of the distribution; therefore, these stages were used in cross-tabulations.  In addition, 
during the data collection phase, faculty were asked to list three concerns in priority order.  
During the coding process, the researcher assigned each of these concerns the rank of primary, 
secondary, or tertiary concerns.  Only the primary concerns were used for the Pearson chi-square 
testing.  The first cross-tabulations were conducted to examine the association between stage of 
concern and the tenure status of the faculty respondents.  A two-way contingency table was used 
to categorize the frequency distributions of the Stage 2, 3, and 4 concerns based on the tenure 
status of the respondent. The stage of concern and the tenure status of the individual were not 
significantly related, Pearson χ²(2, n = 193) = 1.54, p = .46.  Although the relationships were not 
significant by Pearson’s test, the frequency distributions provided some insight into the data and 
are shown in Table 18. 
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Table 18 
Two-way Contingency Table Categorizing Frequency Distributions of Stages of Concern Based on 
Tenure Statusª 
 
Stage of Concern Tenured Nontenured 
Stage 2 – Personal 58 (81.7%) 13 (18.3%) 
Stage 3 – Management 47 (87.0%) 7 (13.0%) 
Stage 4 – Consequence 30 (78.9%) 8 (21.1%) 
Total 135 (82.8%) 28 (17.2%) 
ªn = 193 faculty respondents.  
The frequency distribution of concerns by tenure status showed percentages that were 
generally consistent with the ratio of tenured to nontenured faculty in the total responses; in the 
total, 82.8% of the faculty were tenured and 17.2% were nontenured.  Among Stage 2 concerns, 
81.7% of the responses came from tenured faculty, whereas 18.3% came from nontenured 
faculty.  Stage 3 concerns were similarly distributed, with 87.0% coming from tenured faculty 
and 13.0% coming from nontenured faculty.  Stage 4 concerns had a higher frequency than other 
concerns for the nontenured faculty, with 78.9% coming from tenured faculty and 21.1% coming 
from nontenured faculty.  Stage 4 concerns expressed by both tenured and nontenured faculty 
included statements recognizing that not all students learn the same way and that assessment 
does not routinely take into account various learning styles.  These results suggest the stages of 
concern do not differ by tenure status, with the results showing a distribution on stages of 
concern similar to tenure status in the overall group and only modest differences in the 
percentage of tenured and nontenured faculty associated with the stages of concern.  
 The second analysis of concerns by demographics explored differences in the frequency 
distributions on stages of concern by academic discipline.  Results of the Pearson chi-square test 
showed that the stage of concern and the academic discipline were not significantly related, 
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Pearson χ²(10, n = 194) = 8.90, p = .54.  Frequency distributions are shown for each stage by 
each academic discipline in Table 19.  
Table 19 
Two-way Contingency for Stage of Concern by Academic Discipline  
 
Stage of Concern Hard-applied Hard-pure Soft-applied Soft-pure Trades 
Stage 2 - Personal 1 (1.4%) 13 (18.3%) 19 (26.8%) 23 (32.4%) 15 (21.1%) 
Stage 3 - Management 3 (5.7%) 10 (18.9%) 17 (32.1%) 16 (30.2%) 7 (13.1%) 
Stage 4 - Consequence 1 (2.6%) 12 (31.6%) 11 (28.9%) 8 (21.1%) 6 (15.8%) 
Total 5 (3.1%) 35 (21.6%) 47 (29.0%) 47 (29.0%) 28 (17.3%) 
 n = 194faculty respondents. 
Frequency distributions for stages of concern by academic discipline were similar to the 
distribution of faculty by academic discipline in the overall sample.  As shown previously, 
faculty in the hard-applied disciplines represented the smallest percentage (3.1%) of the total 
respondents.  Trades discipline represented the next smallest percentage (17.3%), while the hard-
pure represented the third smallest percentage (21.6%).  The soft-applied and soft-pure 
disciplines represented the highest percentages with each representing 29% of the total 
responses.   
When examining responses categorized as Stage 2, Personal, concerns, faculty in the 
soft-pure disciplines (e.g., English, fine arts, music, psychology, sociology, speech 
communication) had the highest percentage of responses (32.4%) for that concern. Analysis of 
the statements made by the faculty indicate that a lack of control over the assessment process 
was a common theme among these faculty as one respondent stated, “…it should be created by 
the faculty involved with teaching the material to be assessed, but the problem is that developing 
and interpreting assessment tools needs to be compensated; otherwise it’s just added work to an 
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already busy schedule.”  This concern speaks directly to the faculty’s analysis of his or her role 
in relation to the reward structure of the organization and the consideration of existing conflicts 
with the existing structures or personal commitment.  The threat of punitive actions against 
faculty as a result of student performance also appears to be a major concern for faculty in this 
discipline group as well.  A faculty member in the soft-pure discipline recognized that the, “use 
of assessment to punish/reward faculty”, and another observed, “being penalized if students do 
not pass” as their primary concerns.  Of particular interest to this researcher when examining the 
Stage 2 concerns of the soft-pure discipline group was that in addition to representing the highest 
percentage of responses for this stage, Stage 2 concerns represented the highest percentage of the 
responses for the discipline as well.  Stage 2, Personal, concerns received 48.9% of the responses 
of the soft-pure faculty while Stage 3, Management, concerns received 34.0% and Stage 4, 
Consequence, concerns received 17.0%.   
The second highest percentage (26.8%) of responses in Stage 2 were given by faculty in 
the soft-applied disciplines of accounting, business, economics, and the health professions.  
Similar to faculty in the soft-pure disciplines, the majority of the responses for Personal concerns 
were focused on the feelings that faculty do not have control over assessment and that SLOA 
conflicts with other professional commitments. “Assessment, as it is currently forced on 
facult[y], is a waste of valuable teaching time,” was one of the most explicit statements 
expressing this concern, as was the statement that assessment is a “way to reduce pay to 
professors.”  Concerns about using assessment results for the evaluation of faculty were also 
found in the Stage 2 responses for this group in statements mentioning “evaluation of my 
teaching performance based on student assessment.”  Similar to the findings for the soft-pure 
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discipline, when examining the frequency distributions of responses within the discipline, Stage 
2 concerns represented the majority (49.4%) of the responses for faculty in that discipline.   
 The third highest percentage (21.1%) of Stage 2 concerns came from the trades 
disciplines, representing business technology, construction, cosmetology, culinary arts, and other 
technical disciplines. The number of Stage 2 concerns expressed by this group was followed 
closely by faculty in the hard-pure disciplines, which includes biology, chemistry, mathematics, 
and physics.  Faculty in the hard–applied disciplines presented the smallest percentage (1.4%) of 
the Stage 2 concerns.  This group included faculty in agriculture, computer science, and 
engineering.  The Stage 2 concerns expressed by the faculty in all three of these groups were 
very similar to those expressed by both soft-applied and soft-pure faculty—a feeling that SLOA 
is being mandated and therefore the faculty have little control over the process, the fear that 
assessment results may be used in the evaluation of faculty and consequently may have a 
financial impact on the individual, and that assessment might not align well with other 
professional priorities.  Faculty in the trades discipline also expressed the sentiments that faculty 
felt they were not well trained in conducting assessment and that student learning outcomes 
would take time away from the real work of teaching.  When considering the frequency 
distributions of responses within each discipline, Stage 2 concerns once again received the 
highest percentage for each group except the hard-applied discipline.  Concerns in this stage 
represented 53.4 % of all responses for the trades discipline and 37.1 % of all responses for 
faculty in the hard-pure disciplines.    
Within the Stage 3, Management, concerns, faculty in the soft-applied disciplines 
provided the highest percentage of responses (32.1%).  Management concerns are focused on the 
processes and tasks of using SLOA and the best use of the information and resources. The issues 
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of efficiency, organization, management, scheduling, and time demands are all represented in 
this stage (Hall et al., 1973).   Faculty in the soft-applied disciplines expressed these concerns 
when they questioned the management of SLOA in statements such as “I am concerned that 
institutional definitions of assessment will override the assessment definitions determined by 
faculty” and “I am concerned that some assessment is just done to meet the needs of external 
agencies.”  Faculty in the soft-pure disciplines represented the second highest percentage 
(30.2%) and expressed similar concerns to the soft-applied faculty.  Among their responses were 
statements about the “assessment mentality of Higher Learning Commission as negative and 
self-important” and the requirement of faculty to participate in “too much interaction with 
nonteachers/administrators.”  Faculty in the remaining three discipline groups of hard-pure, 
trades, and hard-applied expressed similar concerns though one faculty in the hard-applied 
discipline shared one comment that suggests an extreme example of a management concern, 
“assessment activities have grown so ridiculous in our institution that faculty must assess their 
assessments and then administrators must assess the assessment of the assessments.”  Another 
faculty member in a hard-pure discipline had the concern that assessment was not being 
presented “in an efficient manner so as to get broad support from busy faculty.”  Other faculty in 
this discipline expressed concerns that “Assessment is presented as something new and 
‘reformational’ when it is really a[n] ‘educanese’ for something we all do all the time” and that 
“colleagues and administrators without assessment background” are dictating SLOA at their 
institutions.  Both statements provide clear evidence that there are concerns about how SLOA is 
being managed at their institutions.  
 In addition to these sentiments that the management of SLOA is seemingly being driven 
by external mandates and that institutional management is lacking, faculty responses across all 
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disciplines repeatedly expressed concerns that were coded as Stage 3 concerns in terms of the 
amount of time that is demanded by SLOA.  Statements like, “time to collect the data,” “time to 
analyze the data,” “time to ‘put the numbers’ together for our department” and “time  to 
complete assessment & make it meaningful to teaching” all reflect the concern faculty have 
about the management of the process and how a faculty’s time is impacted by the institution’s 
management strategy.  When examining the frequency distributions of responses within each 
discipline, concerns classified as Stage 3, Management, concerns received the second highest 
percentages for all disciplines except hard-applied and hard-pure.  Within the hard-applied 
discipline, Management concerns represented the highest percentage of responses (60.0%).  It 
should be noted, however, that the number of faculty assigned to this discipline is very small 
(n=5) and as a consequence the high percentage does not represent a large number of faculty.  
Within the hard-pure discipline, Stage 3, Management, concerns received the third highest 
percentage of responses (28.6%) for this discipline though it is not significantly different from 
the percentages of Stage 2 (37%) or Stage 4 (34.3%). 
When examining academic discipline differences within the Stage 4 concerns, faculty in 
the hard-pure disciplines represented the largest percentage of responses (31.6%).  Stage 4 
concerns address the impact of SLOA on the student.  They focus on the relevance of assessment 
for students including the performance and competencies as well as the consideration of changes 
that might be needed to increase student outcomes (Newlove & Hall, 1976).  Faculty in all 
disciplines expressed concerns about the consequences of SLOA for the students and one faculty 
in a hard-pure discipline expressed his or her concern very succinctly when stating, “…do 
students really care or benefit from this?”  Faculty from the soft-applied disciplines represented 
the second largest percentage (28.9%) of the responses and some of the concerns reported by this 
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group include concerns of “providing teaching strategies to meet the learning needs” and “the 
individual [student] must be taken into account.”  One respondent in this group also suggested 
that, “determin(ing) methods for assessment that relate to the real world” was a concern. Faculty 
in the soft-pure disciplines represented the third highest percentage of responses (21.1%) and 
expressed concerns about the validity of using standardized assessment tools and, “how to make 
improvement based on results.”  While the concerns expressed by faculty across all discipline 
groups suggest that faculty are concerned about the consequence of SLOA on students, faculty in 
all disciplines except the hard-pure disciplines listed Stage 4 concerns less frequently than other 
stages of concern.  Responses for the hard-pure discipline were fairly evenly distributed between 
Stages 2, 3, and 4 with each of the three stages receiving approximately one-third of the 
responses for the discipline.  Stage 4 concerns received 34.3 % of the responses and Stage 3 
received 28.6 %. 
A third Pearson chi-square was conducted to examine the relationship and compare the 
counts between the stages of concern of the faculty and their Number of Years Employed.  The 
test showed these were not significantly related at the .05 significance level, Pearson χ² (10, n = 
193) = 13.87, p = .18.  Although the relationships were not significant by Pearson’s test, 
frequency distributions provide additional insight as shown in Table 20. 
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Table 20 
 
Two-way Contingency Table Categorizing Frequency Distributions of Stages of Concern Based 
on Number of Years Employed  
 
 Number of Years Employed 
Stage of Concern >1 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 <20 
Stage 2 - Personal 6 (8.5%) 18 (25.4%) 15 (21.1%) 13 (18.3%) 11 (15.5%) 8 (11.3%) 
Stage 3 - Management 3 (5.6%) 11 (20.4%) 16 (29.6%) 12 (22.2%) 5 (9.3%) 7 (13.0%) 
Stage 4 - Consequence 4 (10.3%) 11 (28.2%) 10 (25.6%) 6 (15.4%) 6 (15.4%) 2 (5.1%) 
 n = 193faculty respondents. 
Stage 2 concerns were expressed more frequently than either Stage 3 or 4 concerns by 
faculty in all year groups except the 6 to 10 year group.  Stage 3 concerns received the highest 
percentage of responses by faculty in that group.  Overall, Stage 3, management concerns, were 
second in priority for all groups except those employed less than 1 year, and 16 to 20 years.  
These two groups expressed Stage 4, consequence concerns, as their second highest concerns.  
One example of a Stage 4 concern expressed by a faculty member who had been employed at 
CCC for less than five years was, “How much of the material does the student really 
understand?”  Another faculty in the 11- to 15-year employment group expressed a consequence 
concern that suggests assessment is “not related to what students will need in the future.”  While 
the percentage of responses by years of employment varied slightly for each of the stages of 
concern, there were very few differences in the sentiments expressed by each group. 
Research Question 3 
Research Questions 3 and 3a describe the level of involvement of community college 
faculty in SLOA and the relationship between these levels of involvement and the demographic 
variables of Tenure Status, Number of Years Employed at the institution, and Academic 
Discipline.  Within the construct of Involvement, the principal components analysis revealed 
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three factors: (a) Classroom or Instructional Involvement, (b) Institutional Involvement, and (c) 
External Involvement.  Faculty involvement in classroom or instructional assessment is based on 
a faculty member’s personal involvement with student assessment and his or her use of 
assessment techniques such as interactions with students regarding assessment results, 
observations in the classroom, student portfolios, and other direct measures of student success.  
Faculty involvement at the institutional level is a faculty member’s self-reported measure of how 
often he or she engages in activities such as departmental activities related to student learning, 
participates in program review or other planning activities that use assessment results, and serves 
on institution-wide assessment committees or task forces.  External involvement is a faculty 
member’s participation in activities that extend beyond his or her classroom or instructional 
activities and his or her institutional activities.   
Based on a 5-item Likert scale with scores for each item ranging from 1 (not involved) to 
5 (very highly involved), faculty were asked to rate their level of involvement in 15 activities.  
Frequency distributions and percentages of responses are found in Table 21, and means and 
standard deviations are found in Table 22 for the Involvement scale and subscales.  The means 
and standard deviations for all the items in the Faculty Involvement scale are reported in 
Appendix H.   
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Table 21 
Frequency Distributions and Percentages of Responses for the Involvement Scale and Associated 
Subscalesª 
 
Subscales and Overall Scale (numbered  
by questionnaire item) 
Not 
Involved 
Moderately 
Involved 
Involved Highly 
Involved 
Very 
Highly 
Involved 
Classroom or Instructional Subscale 
 
     
I-9 Advising students using their 
individual student assessment results 
 
55 
(22%) 
50 
(20%) 
89 
(36%) 
31 
(13%) 
22 
(9%) 
I-11 Use of student assessment in my 
instruction 
 
68 
(28%) 
45 
(18%) 
19 
(8%) 
49 
(20%) 
63 
(26%) 
I-12 Use of active assessment techniques 
(student portfolios, performances, 
observations) in my classroom 
 
63 
(25%) 
32 
(13%) 
28 
(11%) 
61 
(25%) 
64 
(26%) 
I-13 Revision of my course or 
instructional methods based on student 
assessment results 
 
72 
(29%) 
40 
(16%) 
20 
(8%) 
65 
(26%) 
51 
(21%) 
I-14 Evaluating the success of my 
classroom assessment activities 
 
68 
(28%) 
43 
(17%) 
17 
(7%) 
72 
(29%) 
47 
(19%) 
Institutional Subscale 
 
     
I-1 Participation in institutional 
workshops or seminars to learn about 
student learning 
 
81 
(33%) 
83 
(33%) 
29 
(12%) 
40 
(16%) 
15 
(6%) 
I-2 Creating new assessment techniques 
 
 
70 
(28%) 
70 
(28%) 
36 
(15%) 
45 
(18%) 
26 
(11%) 
I-3 Participation in program review, 
curricular evaluation, or planning 
activities using student assessment results 
 
85 
(34%) 
48 
(19%) 
24 
(10%) 
44 
(18%) 
47 
(19%) 
I-4 Service on a school-wide or 
institution-wide committee or task force 
on student assessment 
 
36 
(15%) 
46 
(19%) 
125 
(50%) 
18 
(7%) 
23 
(9%) 
I-5 Setting assessment policy for the 
institution  
27 
(11%) 
48 
(19%) 
153 
(62%) 
7 
(3%) 
12 
(5%) 
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Table 21 (continued) 
 
     
Subscales and Overall Scale (numbered 
by questionnaire item) 
Not 
Involved 
Moderately 
Involved 
Involved Highly 
Involved 
Very Highly 
Involved 
I-10 Interpreting the results of studies or 
student assessment at my institution 
 
34 
(14%) 
56 
(23%) 
130 
(52%) 
16 
(7%) 
11 
(4%) 
I-15 Participation in departmental 
activities related to student assessment 
 
84 
(34%) 
52 
(21%) 
24 
(10%) 
52 
(21%) 
35 
(14%) 
External Subscale 
 
     
I-6 Publishing articles, reports, or other 
writings on student assessment 
 
14 
(6%) 
25 
(10%) 
205 
(83%) 
1 
(0%) 
3 
(1%) 
I-7 Attendance at state, regional, or 
national workshops or conferences on 
student assessment 
 
30 
(12%) 
45 
(18%) 
150 
(61%) 
13 
(5%) 
10 
(4%) 
I-8 Presentation at state, regional, or 
national workshops or conferences on 
student assessment 
 
13 
(5%) 
16 
(7%) 
210 
(85%) 
6 
(2%) 
3 
(1%) 
a
n = 248 faculty respondents. 
Table 22 
 
Mean Ratings and Standard Deviations for the Involvement Scale and Associated Subscales 
 
Involvement factor M SD 
Classroom or Instructional  3.18 1.02 
Institutional 2.49 .90 
External 1.43 .71 
Overall 2.51 .76 
 
The mean for the overall scale of Involvement is at the midpoint and suggests that faculty 
are involved in SLOA, although not at very high levels.  When the means for the individual 
subscales are considered, there appeared to be greater involvement at the classroom or 
instructional level than at either the institutional or the external level.  The mean for the 
institutional level of involvement was very close to the mean for overall involvement.  External 
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involvement had the lowest mean, which suggests that fewer faculty are involved with external 
assessment activities.  The large standard deviation for the Classroom or Instructional and 
Institutional involvement subscales indicate the responses to the associated items are widely 
distributed.  Frequency distributions for the individual items within each subscale provide greater 
detail and indicate that over 50% of the respondents are at least moderately involved in SLOA at 
the classroom or instructional level.   Responses to items within the institutional subscale 
indicate 66% of the faculty serve on a school-wide or institution-wide committee on student 
assessment while 70% report they are involved with setting assessment policy for the institution.   
Within the subscale of external involvement, results show a large percentage of faculty are 
involved in writing reports on student assessment (83%), attending state, regional, or national 
workshops (61%), and presenting at state, regional, or national workshops or conferences (85%).  
The results for the external involvement subscale might be attributable to the sample used in the 
study.  All faculty participants were employed at community colleges participating in the HLC’s 
Assessment Academy.  As participating members, institutional representatives are required to 
participate in a number of prescribed activities that include workshops and meetings where 
faculty and staff from other Academy institutions are in attendance.  Because the Academy 
membership includes institutions from across the 19 state region accredited by the HLC, it is 
possible that faculty respondents have participated in some of these activities.  This could 
account for the large number of faculty who reported participation in external activities. 
Research Question 3a 
Responses to items on the Involvement scale were analyzed to determine the relationship 
between the factors and the demographic subgroups (i.e., Tenure Status, Academic Discipline, 
and the Number of Years Employed at the institution).  An independent-samples t test was 
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conducted to examine the differences between Tenure Status within the Involvement scale as 
well as the Classroom or Instructional involvement, Institutional involvement, and External 
involvement subscales.  Based on Levene’s test for equality of variances, equal variances for the 
two groups were assumed.  None of the t-test results for either the Involvement scale or the three 
subscales achieved a significance of less than 0.05; therefore, none of the differences was 
significant.  Results were as follows for the Involvement scale, t(245) = 1.24, p = .22; for the 
Classroom/Instructional subscale, t(245) = .55, p =.58; for the Institutional subscale, t(245) = 
1.55, p =.13; and for the External subscale, t(245) = .20, p = .84. 
The next part of Research Question 3a was posed to examine differences based on 
academic discipline within the Involvement scale as well as the three subscales.  A one-way 
ANOVA determined there were significant differences in the means at the .05 significance level 
between the groups for the two subscales of Classroom or Instructional involvement and 
Institutional involvement and the demographic variable Academic Discipline.  Results for the 
scale of Involvement were F(5, 242) = 3.43, p = .01.  Within the subscale of Classroom or 
Instructional Involvement and the demographic variable Academic Discipline, between-group 
differences were F(5, 242) = 3.63, p = .00.  Within the subscale of Institutional Involvement and 
the demographic variable Academic Discipline, results were F(5, 242) = 2.49, p = .03.  Between-
group differences between the means for External Involvement and Academic Discipline were 
also approaching statistical significance at the 0.1 significance level, F(5, 242) = 2.09, p = .07.  
Because the F test was significant for the overall scale and all three subscales, Tukey post hoc 
testing was done to examine where the differences occurred.  Tukey test results showed that the 
strongest between-group differences for Classroom or Instructional Involvement occurred 
between faculty in the hard–pure disciplines and those in the soft–applied and soft–pure 
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disciplines.  Based on the Tukey test results, the mean difference between faculty in the hard–
pure disciplines and those in the soft–applied disciplines was –0.66, with p = .004.  Tukey testing 
also showed that the mean difference between the hard–pure disciplines and the soft–pure 
disciplines was 0.61, with p = .015.  An examination of the differences in faculty responses 
regarding the level of Institutional Involvement in SLOA based on Academic Discipline showed 
one difference.  This difference was between faculty teaching in the hard–pure disciplines and 
those teaching in the soft–applied disciplines.  The mean difference between these groups was 
0.49 at the .03 significance level.  Tukey post hoc test results showed no significant differences 
between the disciplines for the External Involvement subscale.   
This result suggests there are differences between faculty in the hard-pure (e.g., biology, 
chemistry, math) and both the soft-pure (e.g., communications, English, psychology, social 
sciences) and soft-applied discipline (e.g., accounting, business, allied health, education) on the 
subscales of classroom or instructional and institutional involvement.  Faculty teaching in the 
hard-pure discipline reported lower levels of involvement in SLOA at the classroom or 
instructional and institutional levels than faculty teaching in the soft-pure or soft-applied 
disciplines.  The hard-pure discipline also reported lower levels of involvement for the 
Institutional subscale. 
A second ANOVA was conducted to examine the differences based on Number of Years 
Employed and the levels of involvement in SLOA.  The test was run for the Involvement scale 
and all three subscales: Classroom or Instructional, Institutional, and External Involvement.  
Results showed no differences based on Years of Employment and any of the Involvement scales 
or subscales at the 0.05 significance level.  Results for the Involvement scale were F(5, 240) = 
1.30, p = .26; those for the Classroom or Instructional Involvement subscale were F(5, 240) = 
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0.87, p = .50; those for the Institutional Involvement subscale were F(5, 240) = 1.29, p = .27; and 
those for the External Involvement subscale were F(5, 240) = 1.44, p = .21.   
Research Question 4   
 Research Question 4 described the relationship between community college faculty 
members’ attitudes about SLOA and their level of involvement according to the three subscales 
of the Involvement scale.  A Pearson’s correlation was conducted to determine those 
relationships (Table 23).  Results showed a number of positive relationships between these 
variables.  The Benefits subscale showed a moderately positive relationship with two subscales 
of involvement, Classroom or Instructional Involvement (r = .494, p < .01) and Institutional 
Involvement (r = .353, p < .01), and a weak relationship with External Involvement (r = .247, p 
< .01).  This indicated that as perceived benefits increased, so did the perceived level of 
involvement in SLOA.  There was also a weak correlation between the Reluctance subscale and 
levels of Classroom or Instructional Involvement (r = .287, p < .01).  Similar to the findings for 
the Benefits subscale, as the mean for items in the Reluctance subscale increased, so did the 
mean for Classroom or Instructional Involvement.  These results suggest that when faculty 
perceive SLOA to be beneficial, they are more likely to be involved in assessment activities.  
Ebersole (2009) found similar results in her study and Jacobson (2001) found that the use of 
assessment findings to improve student learning was one of the strongest facilitators of 
involvement in assessment activities.  Given that faculty repeatedly express concerns about the 
lack of time available to conduct SLOA, the positive relationship between the Attitudinal 
subscale of Benefits and the subscales of involvement suggests that faculty are more willing to 
utilize their time to conduct assessment when they perceive there is a benefit to doing so. 
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Table 23 
 
Summary of Correlation       n         na    bsca  s an   n o     n    bsca  s  
 
 Involvement Subscales 
 
 
Attitudinal Subscales 
Classroom or 
Instructional  
Institutional 
 
External 
 
Benefits 
 
.494**     .353**     .247** 
Reluctance .287** .097 .041 
 n=248 faculty respondents, **p < .01 (2-tailed). 
 
Research Question 5 
 The final research question examined the relationship between community college faculty 
members’ stages of concerns about SLOA and their level of involvement.  To answer this 
question, independent t tests were conducted for each stage of concern to determine if there were 
any differences in the means for the three Involvement subscales.  As stated previously, 
frequency distributions for the aggregate of all concerns showed that when combined, the 
number of responses in Stages 0, 1, 5, and 6 constituted only 3.21% of the total number; 
therefore, only Stages 2, 3, and 4 were used in the analysis for this question.  Means for the 
subscales of Benefits and Reluctance for all respondents who listed a concern that was 
categorized as Stage 2, 3, or 4, regardless of the priority in which the response to the question 
was given, were included in the analysis for that stage of concern. 
None of the t tests for these stages was significant at the .05 level.  The t-test result for 
Stage 2 concerns and Classroom or Instructional Involvement was t(184) = 1.50, p = .14; for 
Institutional Involvement, the result was t(184) = 1.7, p = .09; and for External Involvement, it 
was t(184) = 1.59, p = .11.  The t test result for Stage 3 concerns and Classroom or Instructional 
Involvement was t(180) = .01, p = .99; for Institutional Involvement, the t-test result was t(180) 
= .12, p = .90; and for External Involvement, it was t(180) = .73, p = .47.  Stage 4 results were 
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t(180) = 1.46, p = .15, for Classroom or Instructional Involvement; t(180) = 1.23, p = .22, for 
Institutional Involvement; and t(180) = .86, p = .39, for External Involvement.  Means and 
standard deviations for Stages 2, 3, and 4, when categorized as a primary, secondary, or tertiary 
stage of concern as related to the Involvement scale and subscales, are shown in Tables 24, 25, 
and 26, respectively. 
Table 24 
Mean Ratings and Standard Deviations for Involvement Scale and Subscales Based on the 
Primary Stage of Concern 
 
Stage of Concern 
Classroom or 
Instructional Institutional External 
 
Overall Scale 
M SD M SD M SD M SD 
2-Personal 3.65 .97 2.88 .90 2.14 .46 2.49 .76 
3-Management 3.50 .95 3.05 1.02 2.22 .61 2.55 .83 
4- Consequence 3.78 1.03 3.04 .89 2.28 .67 2.69 .75 
 
Table 25 
Mean Ratings and Standard Deviations for Involvement Scale and Subscales Based on the 
Secondary Stage of Concern 
 
Stage of Concern 
Classroom or 
Instructional Institutional External 
 
Overall Scale 
M SD M SD M SD M SD 
2-Personal 3.65 .97 2.88 .90 2.14 .46 2.52 .70 
3-Management 3.50 .95 3.05 1.02 2.22 .61 2.57 .70 
4- Consequence 3.78 1.03 3.04 .89 2.28 .67 2.63 .82 
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Table 26 
Mean Ratings and Standard Deviations for Involvement Scale and Subscales Based on the 
Tertiary Stage of Concern 
 
 
 
Classroom or 
Instructional 
 
Institutional 
 
External 
 
Overall Scale 
Stage of Concern M SD M SD M SD M SD 
2-Personal 3.65 .97 2.88 .90 2.14 .46 2.49 .77 
3-Management 3.50 .95 3.05 1.02 2.22 .61 2.73 .78 
4- Consequence 3.78 1.03 3.04 .89 2.28 .67 2.52 .80 
 
 A one-way ANOVA was also conducted using the primary stage of concern and levels of 
involvement.  To conduct this analysis, only the primary stage of concern and only those 
responses categorized as Stages 2, 3, or 4 were used.  Results showed no significant relationship 
at the .05 significance level, F(2, 191) = 1.09, p = .34, between the primary stage of concern and 
the involvement scale.  The results also showed no significant relationship between the stages of 
concern and the involvement subscales of Classroom/Instructional Involvement, F(2, 191) = 
1.10, p = .34; Institutional Involvement, F(2, 191) = .79, p = .46; and External Involvement, F(2, 
191) = 1.11, p = .33. 
Conclusion 
 This chapter summarized findings that show faculty are moderately involved in SLOA at 
the classroom or instructional levels, with lower levels of involvement at the institutional level 
and with external assessment activities.  Weak to moderate relationships were found between 
faculty attitudes towards the benefits of assessment and academic discipline. Faculty in the soft-
applied disciplines (e.g., accounting, allied health, business, economics, education, and nursing) 
perceived greater benefits of SLOA than did faculty in the hard-applied disciplines (e.g., 
computer science, agriculture, horticulture, and health).  Within the faculty concerns about 
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assessment, three primary themes emerged: the amount of time it takes to conduct assessment, a 
distrust of how assessment results will be used, and the perception of faculty that SLOA is being 
conducted primarily to meet compliance requirements instead of the improvement of student 
learning. These concerns are not related to demographics of tenure status, number of years 
employed at the institution, and academic discipline. 
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Chapter 5 
Summary, Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations 
 This study was designed to identify the attitudes and concerns that community college 
faculty have about student learning outcomes assessment (SLOA).  Additionally, it sought to 
identify the relationships between these attitudes and concerns and faculty members’ levels of 
involvement in assessment activities.  These constructs were also examined by three 
demographic characteristics:  tenure status, number of years employed at the institution, and 
academic discipline. This chapter provides a summary of the study, a discussion of the major 
findings of the research, conclusions and implications, and recommendations for future study. 
Summary of the Study 
 Since the 1980s, accrediting organizations have sought to promote institutional quality 
and effectiveness while at the same time responding to increasing societal demands for 
accountability.  In an attempt to do this, outputs, not inputs, have become the focus of 
accreditation standards, and the evaluation of student performance has assumed a level of 
extreme importance (Young, Chambers, Kells & Associates, 1983).  Learning assessment or 
outcomes assessment was identified as “a critical component of evaluating overall institutional 
effectiveness” and as a means of gathering data to assist colleges and universities in “making 
useful decisions about improvement” (López, 1999, p. 4).  All regional accrediting organizations 
now “expect learning outcomes to be defined, articulated, assessed, and used to guide 
institutional improvement” (Provezis, 2010, p. 7).   
 In addition to the language included in regional accreditation standards documents, the 
literature is replete with information describing the importance of faculty involvement in 
successful assessment programs.  To many, it is one of the most critical components and is even 
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considered by some to be the gold standard (Banta, 2002; Gold, Rhoades, Smith, & Kuh, 2011; 
Hutchings, 2010; López, 1999).  Faculty engagement in assessment activities, however, 
continues to be a concern at a number of institutions (Banta, 2002; Brakke & Brown, 2002; 
Carey & Gregory, 2003; Friedlander & Serban, 2004; Hoey & Nault, 2002; Hutchings, 2010; 
Kramer, 2006;  Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009).  Several studies have been conducted to examine why 
faculty might be resistant to becoming involved in SLOA.  Hoey and Nault (2002) suggested 
faculty resistance is a matter of trust about how the institution might use the results.  Kramer 
(2006) found similar results in his study, which examined how the protection of anonymity 
positively influenced faculty participation in assessment.  Gray (1997) suggested that the 
introduction of the requirement for faculty to participate in SLOA activities was a change for 
faculty because they had always believed that meeting the needs of accreditors was an 
administrative responsibility and not one that fell within their realm of responsibility.  Moreover, 
as Smith (2005) explained, when assessment is linked to accountability only, faculty are less 
inclined to become involved. 
 Given that faculty involvement in SLOA continues to be a challenge for many 
institutions, this study was conducted to describe the attitudes and concerns faculty may have 
about SLOA as well as the relationships between these factors and their levels of involvement in 
assessment activities.  The study focused on community college faculty because research tells us 
that SLOA is particularly challenging for this group (Bers, 2004; Nunley, Bers, & Manning, 
2011; Seybert, 2002).  Among these challenges is the fact that the open-access mission of 
community colleges requires faculty to work with students of widely varying academic skill 
levels as well as diverse educational and social backgrounds.  In addition, many community 
college students are uncertain about their educational goals and attend intermittently, which 
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makes conducting program assessment difficult.   Because of this diversity in the student 
population, SLOA in community colleges presents many unique opportunities as well as 
challenges for faculty and students alike.   
Overview of the Research 
Combining one component of the conceptual framework presented in the National Center 
for Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI) study (Grunwald & Peterson, 2003) with the concerns-
based adoption model (CBAM) (Hall, Wallace, & Dossett, 1973) enabled the researcher to look 
at the attitudes, concerns, and levels of involvement of community college faculty as they relate 
to SLOA.  In the framework presented in the NCPI study, it was hypothesized that certain 
factors, including faculty attitudes, influenced faculty satisfaction with and involvement in 
student assessment efforts at the classroom or instructional, institutional, and external levels.  In 
the CBAM, it was hypothesized that faculty move through various stages of concern as they 
attempt to adopt an innovation and that a relationship exists between the stage of concern and the 
faculty member’s level of use of the innovation.  For the purposes of this research, SLOA was 
the innovation.  Data were collected from 269 full-time faculty during a 4-week period in the 
spring 2011 academic semester.  The faculty were each employed at one of the four Illinois 
community colleges participating in the study, all of which were part of the Academy for 
Assessment of Student Learning of the Higher Learning Commission (HLC).  Five research 
questions guided the study.   Three had subquestions developed to explore differences that might 
occur in faculty groups based on tenure status, number of years employed at the institution, and 
academic discipline.  The demographic characteristics of tenure status and years of employment 
at the institution were included in this study because they were used in the original NCPI study 
(Grunwald & Peterson, 2003), whereas academic discipline was included in studies by Angelo 
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and Cross (1993) and Neumann, Parry, and Becher (2002), and their findings suggested this 
variable may be relevant to SLOA. 
This study adds to the literature on SLOA by investigating the attitudes and concerns of 
community college faculty and the relationships between those factors and faculty levels of 
involvement in assessment activities.  It also has implications for practice as community college 
administrators and faculty leaders attempt to enhance the levels of faculty involvement in SLOA 
at their institutions. 
Major Findings and Discussion 
 The purpose of this study was to answer the overarching question, “What is the 
relationship between community college faculty members’ attitudes and concerns about SLOA 
and their levels of involvement?”  Five questions guided analysis of the data, which was acquired 
using an Internet-based survey developed by combining questions from the Institutional Climate 
for Student Assessment questionnaire and an open-ended question used in the CBAM conceptual 
framework.  A discussion of the major findings for each research question is presented in the 
following subsections. 
Research Question 1   
This question was developed to describe the attitudes of community college faculty 
toward SLOA.  To gather data for this question, faculty were asked to respond to 20 questions 
using a 4-point Likert scale, with values ranging from 1 to 4, with 1 being disagree strongly, 2 
being disagree somewhat, 3 being agree somewhat, and 4 being agree strongly.  An exploratory 
factor analysis, specifically a principal components extraction with varimax rotation, was 
conducted, which revealed two subscales related to faculty attitudes:  Benefits and Reluctance.  
The Benefits and Reluctance subscales aligned well with the research conducted by Grunwald 
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and Peterson (2003).  The mean of the Benefits subscale was 2.86, with a standard deviation of 
0.55.  The mean was slightly above the midpoint of the 4-point Likert scale, which indicated that, 
as a respondent group, faculty had a positive attitude toward the benefits of SLOA.  The mean 
for the Reluctance subscale was 2.68, with a standard deviation of 0.67.  Similar to the Benefits 
subscale, this mean was slightly above the midpoint of the 4-point Likert scale, which indicated a 
modestly positive rating for these items.   
Research Question 1a examined differences in attitudes based on tenure status, number of 
years employed, and academic discipline.  Two t tests were conducted to determine if there were 
differences in either the Benefits or Reluctance subscales based on tenure status.  Results 
indicated there was no significant difference based on tenure status for either subscale.  Similar 
findings were discovered from the ANOVA that was conducted to determine if there were 
differences based on number of years of employment at the institution.  Neither the Benefits 
subscale nor the Reluctance subscale showed a difference at the .05 significance level.  However, 
results of an ANOVA to examine the relationship between academic discipline and the Benefits 
subscale did show a difference.  The Tukey post hoc test showed a significant difference between 
the hard–applied disciplines and the soft–applied disciplines at the 0.05 significance level.  
Although the difference occurred between only two of the five disciplines, this finding supports 
the premise that differences in faculty teaching priorities, and consequently the manner in which 
faculty approach assessment, are related to their academic discipline. This finding is consistent 
with earlier research conducted by Angelo and Cross (1993)  Biglan (1973a, 1973b), and 
Neumann et al. (2002).  In addition, some of these differences may be the result of specialized 
accrediting requirements for certain programs.  Disciplines categorized as soft–applied include 
allied health programs, education, and other areas that have specialized accreditation, whereas 
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the hard–applied disciplines include programs that do not.  Faculty in the soft-applied disciplines 
also represented the largest percentage of the total responses (35%) and it is possible that this 
percentage contributed to the differences found between the disciplines. 
Research Question 2 
Results indicated the concerns faculty have about SLOA were centered more on Personal, 
Management, and Consequence concerns drawn from the CBAM framework by Hall and George 
(1979).  Concerns were defined by the original authors as “the composite representation of the 
feelings, preoccupation, thought, and consideration given to a particular issue or task” and that 
definition was not intended to have either negative or positive connotations (Hall & George, p. 
8).  Survey responses, however, appeared to be more closely aligned with the definition offered 
by van den Berg and Ros (1999), which is “the questions, uncertainties, and possible resistance 
that teachers may have in response to new situations and/or changing demands” (p. 883).  
Several responses included negative language, and the pervasive tone reflected in the responses 
was one of distrust and lack of control.  Concerns related to distrust included statements from 
faculty at CCN, who mentioned “administrative use of the information” and “Fear of negative 
impacts on faculty decreases use of assessments.”  These concerns were expressed in statements 
similar to one offered by a faculty member from CCN that noted, “a governing body will come 
in and dictate how I have to assess my students and begin to waste precious class time on 
administrative tasks,” and the another respondent from CCN said that he or she was being 
“forced into assessment grids not relevant to my classes”.   
 Personal concerns had a higher frequency of responses than concerns in any of the other 
stages, and it was at this stage that many faculty expressed concerns reflecting their perception 
that SLOA is punitive.  Several faculty stated that they fear reprisal based on the assessment 
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findings for their classes, and others stated that their employment status hinged on their results.  
One faculty member from CCC said his biggest concern was “being penalized if students do not 
pass,” whereas another from CCN was concerned with the “use of assessment to punish faculty.” 
These statements led this researcher to believe that a measure of trust was lacking between these 
faculty and their respective institutions.  Hoey and Nault (2002) explored the issue of trust and 
its relationship to conducting successful assessment efforts, and they explained that faculty must 
trust that assessment data will be used for improvements in student learning and that punitive 
action will not be taken against individual faculty members as a result of their assessment 
findings.  Kramer (2006) explored a similar issue when he examined how the protection of 
anonymity positively influenced the design, organization, and implementation of an assessment 
project.  It would appear, based on the responses of faculty participating in the current study, that 
work remains to be done to address this issue at the institutions represented by the faculty 
respondents. 
Although addressed from a different perspective, the issue of trust was also reflected in 
the statements categorized as Consequence concerns.  Within the Consequence stage of concern, 
however, the concerns voiced focused more on lack of trust in the SLOA process as opposed to 
lack of trust of the administration.  Some faculty expressed Consequence concerns about the 
validity of assessment instruments and the potential of making changes in the curriculum based 
on erroneous data or insufficient evidence.  They also questioned the validity of assessment 
because it often encourages faculty to teach to the test or to use only standardized tests that do 
not take into consideration the diverse learning styles of all students.  Statements such as “I am 
unskilled in creating assessments” and “Most faculty do not know how to develop valid 
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assessments” also expressed concerns that faculty had about their own ability to develop and use 
valid assessment instruments. 
 Research Question 2a was developed to identify differences in faculty stages of concern 
based on tenure status, number of years employed at the institution, and academic discipline.  As 
discussed in Chapter 3, analyses were performed using only primary stages of concern 2, 3, and 
4 because they represented 96.8% of responses.  None of the demographic subgroup variables 
showed a significant association with the stages of concern based on the Pearson chi-square test.  
Even though the chi-square tests were not significant, the data revealed some additional insights.  
When comparing counts based on tenure status, nontenured faculty had a greater percentage of 
concerns in Stage 4 (n = 15) than in either Stage 2 (n = 12) or Stage 3 (n = 8).  This suggests 
nontenured faculty were more concerned about the consequences that assessment could have for 
their students than they were about Personal or Management concerns.  This was consistent with 
the count comparison for number of years employed at the institution.  Those faculty who were 
employed less than 1 year and from 1 to 5 years expressed Stage 4 (n = 6, 21) concerns more 
frequently than either Stage 2 (n = 5, 16) or Stage 3 (n = 16,13) concerns.  It is possible that a 
relationship exists between the nontenured faculty group and the group representing those 
employed at their respective institutions less than 5 years because a number of individuals 
categorized in the 1- to 5-year employment group may not have tenure.   
 When counts were compared between stages of concern based on the academic 
discipline, Stage 2 concerns were addressed by faculty in the soft-pure and soft–applied 
disciplines more frequently than any of the other disciplines (n = 23, n = 19).  Similarly, stage 3 
concerns were also expressed more frequently by soft-applied (n = 17) and soft-pure (n = 16).  
Stage 4 concerns were cited most frequently by the hard-pure (n = 12).   Although the statistical 
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analysis provided a quantitative analysis of the stages of concern faculty had about SLOA, the 
statements themselves provided additional insight.  A number of the statements categorized as 
Stage 2, Personal, expressed concerns that the faculty did not feel they were adequately trained 
to conduct assessment and that they might be evaluated based on the results of their students’ 
performance on academic activities.  Stage 3 concerns addressed issues related to the 
management of SLOA.  Several comments categorized in this stage suggested that faculty felt 
assessment was being driven by external mandates and that they were expected to conduct this as 
an additional task when they were already busy teaching.  Concerns categorized as Stage 4, 
Consequence, focused on the concerns faculty had about their students and whether the 
assessment results would be beneficial for long-term student success.   
Research Question 3  
Results for this question describe the levels of involvement faculty had in SLOA at the 
classroom or instructional, institutional, and external levels.  Faculty reported they were more 
involved in SLOA at the classroom or instructional level (M = 3.18) than at either the 
institutional (M = 2.49) or external levels (M = 1.43).  Although this level of involvement 
indicates that a large number of faculty are participating in SLOA, high levels of classroom or 
instructional involvement alone may not suffice if an institution hopes to move forward with its 
assessment efforts and meet the accountability demands of accrediting organizations and policy 
makers.  Banta and Blaich (2011) used the phrase “closing the loop” to describe the final phase 
or goal of the assessment process.  What this means is that institutions need to be studying their 
assessment findings, using that information to explore possible improvements, and then taking 
the appropriate steps to implement those improvements.  It also means the evidence should be 
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used to engage an institution’s faculty, staff, governance structures, and leaders in the joint 
pursuit of providing quality student learning (Banta & Blaich, 2011).   
 These results indicate that faculty have higher levels of involvement in activities at the 
classroom or instructional level than at the institutional or external levels.  The mean for 
institutional involvement was at the midpoint of the 5-point Likert scale and indicated faculty 
were involved in SLOA at this level.  The question to be raised from these results, however, is 
whether this level of involvement is sufficient to meet the needs of the institution.  Nunley et al. 
(2011) advised readers to reconsider the assumption that effective assessment programs require 
widespread involvement by all faculty.  They suggested that when assessing learning outcomes 
at the departmental or institutional level, only subsets of faculty may be required.  Nunley et al. 
posited that “high quality, effective, and useful assessment can occur even if some faculty are 
only peripherally involved” (p. 21).  With that in mind, the levels of involvement displayed in 
these results may be adequate to support the needs of the institution when attempting to conduct 
SLOA for both purposes of accountability and improvement. 
 Research Question 3a described the difference in levels of involvement based on the 
same demographic characteristics of tenure status, years of employment at the institution, and 
academic discipline.  Among these variables, academic discipline was the only one that showed 
significant differences between groups and this difference was found between faculty in the 
hard–pure discipline and those faculty in the soft–pure and soft–applied disciplines.  Disciplinary 
differences can be attributed, in part, to the specialized accreditation that is in place for certain 
programs, whereas other differences may be attributable to disciplinary cultures (Ewell et al., 
2011).  Levels of faculty involvement in the soft–applied discipline tended to be higher than in 
other disciplines because of the specialized accreditation and standardized testing that occur in 
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the business, allied health, education, and the other fields represented (Ewell et al., 2011).  The 
culture for faculty in these programs tends to be one of familiarity with external review, 
standardization, and evaluation.  Assessment has been a part of these programs for many years, 
and faculty teaching in those disciplines likely view assessment as something inherent in their 
professional role.  Conversely, faculty teaching in the arts and humanities may not have been 
routinely involved in similar standards for their disciplines.  
Research Question 4 
  This question was developed to describe the relationship between faculty attitudes 
toward SLOA and their levels of involvement.  Data were analyzed using the three involvement 
subscales: Classroom or Instructional, Institutional, and External Involvement.  Results of the 
study by Grunwald and Peterson (2003) showed two significant predictors that explained faculty 
classroom or instructional involvement in SLOA.  The first predictor was the institutional use of 
student assessment data to make decisions about faculty tenure and promotion or faculty salary 
increases or rewards.  The second, and strongest, predictor was the Benefits factor from the 
construct of Faculty Attitudes.  Results of this research confirmed the findings of Grunwald and 
Peterson, and showed a moderate correlation between the Benefits factor and faculty 
involvement via Classroom or Instructional Involvement (r = .49), Institutional Involvement (r = 
.35), and External Involvement (r = .25).  These results suggest faculty are motivated to 
participate in SLOA when they perceive there is a benefit to their doing so, a finding that already 
appears in several studies of SLOA (Hutchings, 2010; Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009; Nunley et al., 
2011).  The ultimate goal of SLOA is not simply to collect data but “to be able understand the 
quality of student learning, to inform teaching and to improve institutional quality” (Nunley et 
al., 2011, p. 20).  When faculty perceive their efforts are meaningful and contribute to the 
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attainment of this goal, they are more likely to be involved.  The results of this study support this 
premise. 
Research Question 5 
  This question was developed to describe the relationship between faculty members’ 
stages of concern about SLOA and their level of involvement in SLOA activities.  As in previous 
questions, only Stages 2, 3, and 4 were used for the analyses.  Results did not show a significant 
relationship between these two variables at the .05 level.  The CBAM asserts that an individual 
will move through the various stages of concern as their level of use of an innovation increases, 
but it acknowledges that the stages of concern framework presents only one possible progression 
of teacher concerns about a change and that not all teachers progress to the concern stages of 
Consequence, Collaboration, or Refocusing (Hall et al., 1973).  Following the logic of the 
CBAM, one could assume that if the levels of use or, as examined in this study, the means for the 
levels of involvement are centered at or slightly above the midpoint on the 5-point Likert scale, 
then the stages of concern should be grouped around the midlevel stages as well.  This proved to 
be true in this study.  Faculty reported involvement at the Classroom or Instructional level, with a 
mean above the midpoint on the scale; involvement at the Institutional level was close to the 
midpoint; and External Involvement was slightly below the midpoint.  Frequency distributions 
for the stages of concern were centered primarily on Stages 2, 3, and 4, which are the midrange 
stages for the stages of concern component of the CBAM.  The fact that a number of the 
concerns presented were categorized as Consequence concerns indicated that some of the faculty 
had advanced into a higher level of use or adoption than others; this was confirmed by the mean 
for Classroom or Instructional Involvement.   
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Conclusions and Implications 
 SLOA has been an activity on most college and university campuses for more than three 
decades, yet according to some, the improvements in student learning that have occurred because 
of these efforts are far from where they need to be (Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009).  Assessment is 
particularly challenging for community colleges for a number of reasons (Bers, 2004; Nunley et 
al., 2011; Seybert, 1999, 2002).  Chief among those are the diverse backgrounds and diverse 
needs of the students they serve, combined with the increasing scarcity of resources (Nunley et 
al., 2011).  In spite of these challenges, however, community colleges have a responsibility to 
fulfill their core mission of providing access and promoting success for the students they serve.   
Recent studies have shown that increasing faculty involvement in assessment is one of 
the top items listed as key to advancing an institution’s assessment efforts (Ewell, Paulson, & 
Kinzie, 2011; Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009).  This identified need is not restricted to 4-year colleges 
and universities but applies to community colleges as well.  Faculty attitudes and concerns about 
student learning outcomes assessment have the potential to become barriers to their engagement 
in assessment activities and consequently have the potential to impede an institution’s ability to 
make meaningful quality improvements in student learning.  By acknowledging the legitimacy of 
these attitudes and concerns, or at a minimum attempting to understand the faculty perspective, 
administrators and faculty leaders have the potential to enhance faculty engagement. This study 
attempted to identify these attitudes and concerns, and based on the results, several conclusions 
have been drawn. 
Conclusions.  Four broad themes emerged from the results of this study: 
Faculty attitudes.  As a group, the respondents had a positive attitude toward the benefits 
of SLOA.  This was an important finding because it confirmed the conceptual framework 
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presented in the NCPI (n.d.) study and the subsequent study conducted by Grunwald and 
Peterson (2003).  Both of those studies, as well as the results of other assessment experts, suggest 
that when faculty perceive there is a benefit to conducting assessment, they will participate more 
willingly and at higher levels than when they do not perceive a benefit (Banta, 1999a, 1999b, 
2002; Banta & Blaich, 2011; Blaich & Wise, 2011; Ewell et al., 2011; Grunwald & Peterson, 
2003; Hutchings, 2010; Nunley et al., 2011).  Within the Benefits factor were items that focused 
on the faculty perception that SLOA is beneficial because it leads to more student learning, 
contributes to an improved quality of education, is relevant, and is necessary for effective 
teaching.  Suskie (2009) reminded us that for assessment to be “truly useful,” those involved 
need to understand why they are assessing and how those results could improve student learning 
(p. 57).  Essentially, faculty need to see the benefit of SLOA.  When Jacobson (2001) studied 
faculty involvement and attitudes towards assessment, she found that faculty were more 
enthusiastic about course-level assessment and were also more involved at that level than at any 
other.  She suggested the reason for this was faculty were able to see the benefits for improving 
student learning more at the classroom level than at the institutional level.  Ebersole (2009) also 
found that faculty who perceived SLOA to be beneficial for improving student learning were 
more like to be involved in assessment activities than those with less positive attitudes.   
Faculty perceptions appearing in many studies presented in the literature, as well as in 
this study, mentioned time as an essential element in the success of assessment projects. For 
some, the time spent on assessment is viewed as an added burden to an already full schedule. For 
others, it is time spent on administrative mandates versus the responsibility to teach.  This is 
particularly true for community college faculty whose primary responsibility is teaching and for 
whom an average teaching load is 15 credit hours a semester (Cohen & Brawer, 2009).   Given 
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this, it is not surprising that faculty who perceive there is a benefit to their efforts will have a 
more positive attitude toward assessment and will be more involved.  This was demonstrated in 
the findings of this study as shown by the positive relationship between faculty attitudes and 
levels of involvement in assessment activities. 
Faculty involvement.  In 2009, two-thirds of the chief academic officers surveyed about 
their campus assessment efforts listed “more faculty engagement” as one of the greatest needs 
for their institutional progress (Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009, p. 9).  When posing a similar question to 
department heads during a 2010 survey, however, only 44% felt that greater faculty involvement 
would help move assessment forward, and more than 60% reported that all or most of their 
faculty were already involved in assessment efforts at their institution (Ewell et al., 2011).  
Results for this study indicated that a significant number of faculty are involved in SLOA at the 
classroom or instructional level at their respective institutions.  Although the levels of 
involvement were less at the institutional level and with external activities, the obvious 
conclusion to be drawn is that faculty are involved in SLOA.  It just may not be at the level some 
would like it to be.  The question that remains, then, is whether the level of involvement is 
sufficient to meet the needs of the institution, the department, and the students being served.  
Nunley et al. (2011) proposed that college administrators and faculty leaders need to be realistic 
about their expectations of faculty involvement.  They suggested that, similar to the use of 
samples of student work to assess student learning, the use of subsets of faculty to analyze 
departmental or institutional assessment results might be considered.  They also suggested that 
not all faculty have to be involved to produce high-quality, effective, and useful assessment of 
student learning (Nunley et al., 2011).   
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Faculty differences.  When disaggregating the results to examine differences in faculty 
groups, one difference appeared for multiple questions: the difference between academic 
disciplines.  Interest in exploring the differences in results based on the academic discipline was 
derived from Angelo and Cross’s (1993) premise that because faculty teaching priorities are 
related to faculty members’ academic discipline, the manner in which they approach assessment 
is also influenced by their discipline.  Their view is also supported by Ewell et al. (2011), who 
suggested that “disciplinary differences affect why programs do assessment, how much of it they 
do, and how they use the results” (p. 17).  Hutchings (2010) noted that by embedding assessment 
in the classroom, the stage is set for engaging faculty at the next level, which is the department or 
program level.  Classroom-level assessment helps engage faculty in the context they care about 
the most, their academic discipline.  Assessment, she stated, “must live where faculty live, in the 
classrooms where they teach the field they love” (p. 13).   
Results for this study showed differences in attitudes and in levels of involvement 
between faculty in the soft-applied discipline and other discipline groups.  Faculty teaching in 
accounting, allied health, business, economics, education, and nursing are represented in this 
group.  This finding supports the premise that faculty who teach in disciplines where specialized 
accreditation or professional certification is common are typically more involved in assessment 
than are faculty in other disciplines (Ewell et al., 2011).  For faculty in these disciplines, the 
notion of a standardized curriculum and continuous quality improvement in student learning is 
part of their profession.  This is particularly important in those fields such as nursing and other 
allied health professions were licensure requirements are essential for entering the workforce.  It 
was therefore not surprising that differences in perceptions regarding the benefits of assessment 
were found for this group of faculty.  Based on the results of this study, the researcher concluded 
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that the differences that exist between the disciplines must be acknowledged when seeking ways 
to enhance levels of faculty involvement in SLOA. 
Faculty concerns.  The CBAM literature states that a relationship exists between a 
faculty member’s level of use of an innovation and the stage of concern he or she may be 
experiencing (Hall et al., 1973).  The means for the levels of involvement for this study and the 
relationship they had with the stages of concern expressed by the faculty support this hypothesis.  
Although this information is important, the data that proved to be the most informative when 
considering faculty concerns were found in the content of the statements themselves, as opposed 
to the categorization of stages.  
As explained previously, the stages of concerns were most frequently distributed between 
the Personal, Management, and Consequence concerns.  Many of the statements reflected trust 
issues as major concerns among faculty.  Other statements showed concerns that SLOA is a 
requirement being mandated by external entities or being led by individuals who know nothing 
about the teaching and learning that occurs in the classroom.  Although these types of concerns 
may, at first glance, appear to be different, it is the conclusion of the researcher that they are 
related to some degree.   
Trust concerns were divided primarily between two issues: trust about how the results 
would be used, and trust about the process itself, including how it is managed.  Trust issues 
surrounding how the results will be used included how faculty will be evaluated based on student 
results and the impact of the results on their employment status.  Many faculty expressed 
concerns that a judgment about their effectiveness as a faculty member was being made based on 
assessment results.  There were even concerns that their employment status could be at risk 
based on student performance on assessments.  Couple those issues with the concerns that the 
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assessment measurements being used were not appropriate and that they did not adequately 
capture the learning that had occurred in individual classrooms and you will find a group of 
faculty who are resistant to participating in assessment activities.   
Acknowledging that trust concerns exist among faculty, one should also consider how 
SLOA is being managed by the college administration.  Is the charge for assessment truly being 
led by faculty, or is it being led by individuals who are not involved in classroom teaching?  Are 
faculty being encouraged to participate solely for the purpose of gathering evidence to prove that 
student learning has occurred, or is assessment viewed as an opportunity to improve and enhance 
student learning?  Ewell,(2009) posited that these are not necessarily mutually exclusive 
concepts.  He suggests that if assessment is conducted appropriately it can accomplish both 
goals-- improve student learning while providing proof that improvements are being made. The 
challenge administrators and faculty leaders face is in communicating this to faculty while at the 
same time addressing faculty concerns. 
Implications 
The purpose of this study was to describe community college faculty members’ attitudes 
and concerns about SLOA and the relationships of these constructs with the levels of 
involvement of faculty in assessment activities.  Both conceptual frameworks used for the study 
incorporated the perceptions and feelings of the faculty.  The conceptual framework presented in 
the NCPI study included the attitudes faculty had about the perceived benefits of assessment as a 
factor in involvement, whereas the CBAM framework focused on the concerns of faculty.  The 
common ground between these two frameworks was the focus on the personal nature of faculty 
involvement in SLOA.  An implication of this finding is that to encourage increased levels of 
faculty involvement in SLOA faculty feelings and perceptions should be considered.   
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Results also showed that although faculty had an overall positive attitude toward the 
benefits of assessment, but they still had some concerns about the process.  Particularly evident 
were concerns relating to trust in and management of the SLOA process.  By acknowledging that 
these issues exist, administrators can address these concerns and potentially remove any barriers 
to faculty involvement that these may be causing.  According to Kuh and Ikenberry (2009), “It is 
imperative that educators have student learning outcomes data to better understand what is 
working and what is not, to identify curricular and pedagogical weaknesses, and to use this 
information to improve performance” (p. 5)  Furthermore, faculty must be at the heart of 
determining what these outcomes should be.   
Only by engaging faculty in the process can community college administrators be assured 
that what is import is being measured.  Ideally, the findings of this study will assist community 
college administrators and faculty leaders to address the concerns faculty have about SLOA and 
thereby increase their levels of participation in SLOA activities. 
Recommendations 
 The results of this study support recommendations for future research as well as for 
future practice.  Recommendations for future research address some of the limitations of this 
study, whereas recommendations for practice suggest opportunities community college 
professionals should consider as they attempt to enhance their institution’s assessment efforts. 
Recommendations for future study.  This study described the attitudes and concerns of 
full-time community college teaching faculty and the relationship between those attitudes and 
concerns and the faculty members’ levels of involvement in SLOA.  All faculty respondents 
were employed at Illinois community colleges participating in the Academy for Assessment of 
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Student Learning of the HLC.  The following recommendations are made based on the findings 
of this study: 
1. All faculty participating in the study were employed by community colleges participating 
in the Academy for Assessment of Student Learning of the HLC.  The Academy provides 
a structure for the institution’s assessment efforts, and the institution must meet certain 
criteria to maintain their good standing within this structure.  The decision to participate 
in the Academy is an administrative decision, and faculty at each of the institutions may 
or may not have been involved in the decision-making process.  Given this context, the 
Academy could be seen by some faculty as another form of external pressure to conduct 
SLOA.  Further research with faculty employed at non-Academy institutions may 
produce different results and provide additional insight into this problem. 
 
2. The results from this research showed that some differences in the levels of involvement 
in SLOA occurred between disciplines.  Some of the differences were seen between 
disciplines in which specialized accreditation is common and those disciplines in which it 
is not.  Ewell et al. (2011) posited that faculty teaching in areas in which specialized 
accreditation and standardized testing are the norm tend to have higher levels of 
involvement than do faculty teaching in nonspecialized accredited disciplines.  Future 
research should be conducted to explore this hypothesis.   
 
3. According to national statistics, two-thirds of faculty employed at community colleges in 
fall 2003 were employed part time (NCES, 2008).  In fall 2010 in Illinois, that number 
was 59% (ICCB, 2011).  Because part-time faculty members constitute such a large 
percentage of the teaching faculty at community colleges, they have a significant impact 
on the student learning that is taking place at these institutions.  Further research on the 
roles part-time faculty play in assessing student learning outcomes is warranted. 
 
4. Further investigation into the concerns faculty have that might impede their involvement 
in SLOA is warranted based on the negative tone and dissatisfaction displayed in the 
responses to the open-ended question in this research. While the word concern is 
operationalized in the CBAM as being neither positive nor negative, it is possible that the 
negative connotation of the word may have been applied by the participants when 
formulating their responses.   Additional study using a qualitative approach and 
rephrasing of the question could elicit both positive and negative responses and could 
provide greater insight into faculty feelings about SLOA and the possible barriers they 
present.  
 
5. Results for this study indicated that differences existed in attitudes toward and levels of 
involvement in SLOA based on the academic discipline of the faculty.  Pertinent research 
suggests that some of these differences occur logically as the result of the specialized 
accreditation that is conducted for certain programs, whereas others posit that different 
academic disciplines simply have differentiated ways of knowing and doing and that this 
translates into differences in the manner in which faculty approach assessment (Angelo & 
Cross, 1993; Biglan, 1973a, 1973b; Ewell et al., 2011; Neumann et al., 2002).  
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Regardless of the reason, understanding the full nature of these differences may be 
beneficial to the advancement of an institution’s assessment efforts.  It is recommended 
that further research be conducted to explore this phenomenon.   
 
Recommendations for practice 
 From a review of the study findings and conclusions, the following recommendations for 
practice are made: 
1. Convincing faculty that involvement in SLOA is a worthwhile use of their time continues 
to be a challenge, and many faculty continue to view assessment as an “add-on” and 
something they are expected to do without additional time given to support the task 
(Ewell et al., 2011).  The issue of time was a major theme in the concerns listed by 
faculty in this research, and if this concern is to be overcome, administrators need to 
reexamine their commitment and resource allocations toward this issue.  Banta, Lund, 
Black, and Oblander (1996) indicated that release time for faculty to participate in 
assessment activities could facilitate faculty involvement.  Ewell et al. (2011) also 
showed that release time for faculty leads the list of factors that could advance 
assessment for institutions.  Recognizing that faculty release time comes at a cost, college 
administrators should be encouraged to conduct a thorough evaluation of the costs and 
benefits associated with assessment activities to determine if the value of the benefits 
outweighs the costs. 
 
2. Professional expectations for full-time community college faculty usually include 
performing institutional service in addition to performing routine teaching duties.  
Institutional service typically includes aspects of instruction occurring outside the 
classroom, such as curriculum development and advising.  The role for part-time faculty, 
however, consists primarily of teaching, and although a small percentage may be asked to 
perform some level of institutional service, there is typically no job expectation that they 
do so (Townsend & Twombly, 2007).  Given the large percentage of part-time faculty 
employed at community colleges, one would think this group would be included in the 
development and implementation of assessment practices across the institution, yet only a 
small percentage of part-time faculty are involved in SLOA at their institutions (Nunley 
et al., 2011).  Considering that involving part-time faculty is not an easy task, given the 
nature of their employment and the often competing demands for their time, these faculty 
should be encouraged to participate in assessment committees and take an active role in 
assessment that is being conducted at the classroom, departmental, and institutional 
levels.  Only by including all faculty voices in the process can institutions truly create an 
institutional culture of assessment to enhance student learning. 
 
3. Results of this research showed that some differences in the levels of involvement in 
SLOA occurred between disciplines.  The literature tells us that different disciplines have 
different ways of knowing and doing and that these differences affect not only why 
programs do assessment, but also how much they do and how they use the results 
(Angelo & Cross, 1993; Biglan, 1973a, 1973b; Ewell et al., 2011; Koslowski, 2005; 
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Neumann et al., 2002).  Although some of these differences may be due to specialized 
accreditation for specific programs, others are more likely the product of varying 
disciplinary cultures and approaches to scholarship.  Although these differences exist, 
faculty from all disciplines should be encouraged to work together to share best practices 
and participate in constructive assessment conversations in an attempt to enhance student 
learning across the institutions.  Faculty should be encouraged to move assessment out of 
their individual classrooms and into the collective culture of the institution. 
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Appendix A 
Self-Identified Academic Disciplines of Respondents 
Self-identified academic 
discipline 
Coded discipline 
Hard–
applied 
Hard–
pure 
Soft–
applied 
Soft–
pure Trades Other 
Ed & PSY 
     
X 
Accounting 
  
X 
   Accounting 
  
X 
   Accounting 
  
X 
   Accounting 
  
X 
   Agriculture X 
     Allied Health 
  
X 
   Allied health 
  
X 
   Allied Health 
  
X 
   Allied Health 
  
X 
   Allied Health and Technology 
  
X 
   Anthropology 
   
X 
  Architecture Engineering Construction 
Mgmt. 
   
X 
 Art 
  
X 
   Art 
  
X 
   Astronomy and Physics 
 
X 
    Automotive 
    
X 
 Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology 
 
X 
    Biology (Anatomy–Physiology)  
 
X 
    Business 
  
X 
   Business 
  
X 
   Business 
  
X 
   Business 
  
X 
   Business 
  
X 
   Business 
  
X 
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Self-identified academic 
discipline 
Coded discipline 
Hard–
applied 
Hard–
pure 
Soft–
applied 
Soft–
pure Trades Other 
Business 
  
X 
   Business 
  
X 
   Business and Technologies–
HVAR 
    
X 
 Business Technology 
    
X 
 CA/HOSP–Culinary Arts 
    
X 
 Career & Technical Ed.–Mechanical Production 
   
X 
 Chemistry 
 
X 
    Chemistry 
 
X 
    Chemistry 
 
X 
    CIS 
  
X 
   Communication 
   
X 
  Communication–Humanities/Fine 
Arts 
   
X 
  Communication–Speech 
   
X 
  CADD 
    
X 
 CADD 
    
X 
 CIS 
  
X 
   CIS 
  
X 
   CIS 
  
X 
   Computer Information Systems 
  
X 
   Computer Information Systems 
  
X 
   Computer Information Systems 
  
X 
   Computer Information Systems 
  
X 
   Computer Information Systems 
and Digital Media Production X 
   Computer Programming X 
     Computer Science X 
     Computer Science X 
     Computer Technology 
    
X 
 Computers 
    
X 
 Construction Management 
    
X 
 Cosmetology 
    
X 
 Cosmetology 
    
X 
 Counseling 
     
X 
Counseling 
     
X 
Counseling–Career Development 
     
X 
Criminal Justice   X    
Criminal Justice 
  
X 
   CTE Culinary Arts 
    
X 
 Culinary 
    
X 
 Culinary Arts 
    
X 
 Dental Hygiene 
    
X 
 Developmental–Reading 
  
X 
   Early Childhood Education 
  
X 
   Early Childhood Education 
  
X 
   Economics 
  
X 
   Economics 
  
X 
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Self-identified academic 
discipline 
Coded discipline 
Hard–
applied 
Hard–
pure 
Soft–
applied 
Soft–
pure Trades Other 
Education 
  
X 
   Education 
  
X 
   Education 
  
X 
   Education 
  
X 
   Education 
  
X 
   Education 
  
X 
   Emergency Medical Services 
  
X 
   Emergency Medical Services 
  
X 
   Engineering and Construction X 
     Engineering, Math, Technology X 
     English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  English–Writing 
   
X 
  English Composition 
   
X 
  English 
   
X 
  Epistemology–Anthropology/ 
Sociology 
  
X 
  Fine Arts 
   
X 
  Fine Arts 
   
X 
  Fine Arts 
   
X 
  Fine Arts 
   
X 
  Fire Science/Emergency Medical 
Services 
 
X 
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Self-identified academic 
discipline 
Coded discipline 
Hard–
applied 
Hard–
pure 
Soft–
applied 
Soft–
pure Trades Other 
Geology 
 
X 
    Graphic Design 
  
X 
   Health X 
     Health Care 
  
X 
   Health Information Technology/ 
Nursing 
 
X 
   Health Professions 
  
X 
   Health Professions 
  
X 
   HIM–Health Information 
Management 
  
X 
   History 
  
X 
   History 
  
X 
   History and lately it has been all 
US History 
 
X 
   Horticulture X 
     HVAC 
    
X 
 Industrial Electrical Topics 
    
X 
 Industrial Electrical Training 
    
X 
 Industrial Technologies 
    
X 
 Interpreter Preparation Program 
   
X 
  Kinesiology X 
     Librarian 
  
X 
   Library Research 
  
X 
   Library Science 
  
X 
   Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Math 
 
X 
    Mathematics 
 
X 
    Mathematics 
 
X 
    Mathematics 
 
X 
    Mathematics 
 
X 
    Mathematics 
 
X 
    Mathematics 
 
X 
    Music 
   
X 
  Music 
   
X 
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Self-identified academic 
discipline 
Coded discipline 
Hard–
applied 
Hard–
pure 
Soft–
applied 
Soft–
pure Trades Other 
Music 
   
X 
  Natural Sciences 
 
X 
    Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing 
  
X 
   Nursing Education 
  
X 
   Nursing/Allied Health 
  
X 
   Occupational Therapy Assistant  
  
X 
   Office Technology 
    
X 
 Philosophy 
   
X 
  Philosophy 
   
X 
  Physical Science 
 
X 
    Physics 
 
X 
    Physics 
 
X 
    Political Science 
   
X 
  Political Science 
   
X 
  Psychology 
   
X 
  Psychology 
   
X 
  Psychology 
   
X 
  Psychology 
   
X 
  Psychology 
   
X 
  Radiography 
  
X 
   Refrigeration, Heating/Air 
Conditioning 
    
X 
 Science–Geography 
 
X 
    Science–Life Science 
 
X 
    Science–Natural 
 
X 
    Social Science 
   
X 
  Social Science 
   
X 
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Self-identified academic 
discipline 
Coded discipline 
Hard–
applied 
Hard–
pure 
Soft–
applied 
Soft–
pure Trades Other 
Social Science 
   
X 
  Social Sciences 
   
X 
  Sociology 
   
X 
  Sociology 
   
X 
  Spanish 
   
X 
  Spanish 
   
X 
  Speech Communication 
   
X 
  Speech Communication 
   
X 
  Surgical Technology 
  
X 
   Technical 
    
X 
 Technical–Mechanical Production 
    
X 
 Technical–Refrigeration 
Heating and Air Conditioning 
  
X 
 Technical–Welding 
    
X 
 Technology 
    
X 
 Technology–Heating, 
Refrigeration/Air Conditioning 
  
X 
 Technology–Industrial 
Technology 
    
X 
 Theatre 
  
X 
   Theatre 
  
X 
   Theatre and Speech 
  
X 
   Veterinary Technology 
  
X 
   Veterinary Technology 
  
X 
   Welding 
    
X 
 Workforce Programs–Auto 
Technology 
   
X 
 
       Total (n = 248) 9 (4%) 53 (21%) 88 (35%) 62 (25%) 32 (13%) 4 (2%) 
Note.  Ed & PSY = Education and Psychology; HVAR = Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning and Refrigeration; CA/HOSP = Culinary 
Arts/Hospitality; CIS = Computer Information Systems; CADD = Computer-Aided Design and Drafting; CTE = Career and Technical Education; 
ECE = Early Childhood Education; HIM = Health Information Management. 
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Appendix B 
 
Interview Protocol for Pilot Testing of Instrument 
 
1) What are your thoughts on the questionnaire in general? 
a) Did you have any difficulty accessing the questionnaire? 
b) Were you able to navigate through the questionnaire easily? 
c) Were the directions for completing the questionnaire clear? 
d) What browser did you use? 
2) What are your thoughts about the questions? 
a) Did you understand what the questions were asking? 
b) Were there any questions that were unclear? 
c) Do you think there were any questions that were not appropriate to the community 
college setting? 
d) What are your thoughts on the number of questions asked? 
e) What are your thoughts on the organization of the questions?  
f) Is there a different order that you would suggest, or did the questions progress well? 
3) What are your thoughts on the amount of time it took to complete the questionnaire? 
4) Is there anything else you would like to share with me about your experience? 
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Appendix C 
 
Faculty Attitudes and Concerns Survey 
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Appendix D 
Initial E-Mail Invitation to Participants 
To: [Email] 
From: "jfonteno@illinois.edu via surveymonkey.com" 
 
 
Subject: Research Study 
Body: Dear [FirstName],  
 
During the past week you should have received an e-mail from [CustomValue] 
advising you of a study I am conducting with Dr. Debra Bragg in the Educational 
Organization and Leadership Department at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign (UIUC).  This study is part of my doctoral research on the attitudes and 
concerns of community college faculty as they engage in the assessment of student 
learning outcomes.  A common theme found in the assessment literature is that the 
faculty role in the assessment of student learning outcomes is critical to the success of 
an institution’s assessment efforts.  Several studies have been conducted to examine 
assessment techniques used by faculty, but few have examined the attitudes and 
concerns of faculty as they engage in assessment activities.  This study will examine 
those factors and the relationship they have with a faculty member’s engagement in 
student learning outcomes assessment at both the classroom and the institutional levels.   
 
 
My research will utilize an online survey delivered through SurveyMonkey and is 
accessible through the following link:  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your e-mail address so please do not 
forward this message.  I anticipate it will take approximately 15 to 20 minutes to 
complete.   
 
As a way of thanking faculty for their participation in the study, all survey respondents 
will be eligible to win one of two $50 Amazon gift cards.  These cards will be awarded 
at the conclusion of the study and award winners will be notified through their 
institutional e-mail.  Chances of winning one of the gift cards is dependent on the 
number of survey responses received.  
 
Should you have any questions or concerns about this research, please feel free to 
contact me during business hours at 618-641-5735, or you may e-mail me at 
jfonteno@illinois.edu.  If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in 
this study, please contact the University of Illinois Bureau of Educational Research at 
217-333-3023 or via e-mail at info@education.illinois.edu.  
 183 
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this study.  
 
Janet S. Fontenot  
Ed.D. Candidate  
College of Education  
University of Illinois  
 
Supervising Faculty Member:  
Dr. Debra Bragg  
Educational Organization and Leadership Dept.  
University of Illinois  
343 Education Building  
1310 S. 6th Street  
Champaign, IL 61820  
217-344-8974  
dbragg@illinois.edu  
 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further e-mails regarding this survey, please 
click the link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx 
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Appendix E 
 
First Reminder E-mail Message for Participants 
 
To: [Email] 
From: "jfonteno@illinois.edu via surveymonkey.com" 
 
 
Subject: Reminder: Student Learning Assessment Survey 
Body: [FirstName],  
 
Approximately 5 days ago, you received an e-mail from me asking for your 
participation in a study I am conducting on the attitudes and concerns of community 
college faculty as they engage in the assessment of student learning outcomes. Because 
student learning outcomes is such an important topic in today’s higher education 
environment and because faculty play such an important role in this initiative, it is 
important to gain the faculty perspective.  It is my hope that this study will assist in 
those efforts.  
 
If you have not already done so, I would encourage you to complete the survey as soon 
as possible.  Remember, your participation in this research is voluntary and we do not 
anticipate any risk greater than what you would experience in normal life.  Your choice 
to participate or not will not affect your status at your college or your relationship with 
UIUC.  Your answers will be completely confidential and your responses will not be 
linked in any way to your name or your e-mail address.  The results of this research 
may be disseminated as part of a dissertation, journal article, educational or conference 
presentation.  No identifying information about you or your college will be included in 
any presentation of the research.   
 
The questionnaire is delivered through SurveyMonkey and is accessible through the 
following link:   
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  
 
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your e-mail address so please do not 
forward this message.  
 
As a reminder, as a way of thanking you for your participation in the study, all survey 
respondents will be eligible to win one of two $50 Amazon gift cards.  These cards will 
be awarded at the conclusion of the study and award winners will be notified through 
their institutional e-mail.  Chances of winning one of the gift cards is dependent on the 
number of survey responses received.  
 
Should you have any questions or concerns about this research, please feel free to 
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contact me during business hours at 618-641-5735, or you may e-mail me at 
jfonteno@illinois.edu.  If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in 
this study, please contact the University of Illinois Institutional Review Board at 217-
333-2670 (collect calls will be accepted if you identify yourself as a research 
participant) or via e-mail at info@education.illinois.edu.  
 
Thanks for your participation!  
 
Janet S. Fontenot  
Ed.D. Candidate  
College of Education  
University of Illinois  
 
Supervising Faculty Member:  
Dr. Debra Bragg  
Educational Organization and Leadership Department  
University of Illinois  
343 Education Building  
1310 S. 6th Street  
Champaign, IL 61820  
217-344-8974  
dbragg@illinois.edu  
 
 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further e-mails about this study, please click 
the link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx 
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Appendix F 
 
Second Reminder E-mail Message for Participants 
 
To: [Email] 
From: "jfonteno@illinois.edu via surveymonkey.com" 
 
 
Subject: Reminder:  Faculty Survey on Student Learning Outcomes Assessment 
Body: [FirstName],  
 
I know this is a busy time for faculty and time is a precious commodity, but I am still 
asking for your assistance in completing the research required for my doctorate.  Won’t 
you please take a few moments to help?  
 
My study is examining the attitudes and concerns of community college faculty as they 
engage in the assessment of student learning outcomes.  This is an important topic in 
today’s higher education environment, and it is important to understand the faculty 
perspective about their institution’s assessment efforts.  It is my hope that this study 
will assist in accomplishing this.  
 
The questionnaire is delivered through SurveyMonkey and is accessible through the 
following link:   
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  
 
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your e-mail address so please do not 
forward this message. 
 
As a reminder, as a way of thanking you for your participation in the study, all survey 
respondents will be eligible to win one of two $50 Amazon gift cards.  These cards will 
be awarded at the conclusion of the study and award winners will be notified through 
their institutional e-mail.  Chances of winning one of the gift cards is dependent on the 
number of survey responses received.  
 
Should you have any questions or concerns about this research, please feel free to 
contact me during business hours at 618-641-5735, or you may e-mail me at 
jfonteno@illinois.edu.  If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in 
this study, please contact the University of Illinois Institutional Review Board at 217-
333-2670 (collect calls will be accepted if you identify yourself as a research 
participant) or via e-mail at info@education.illinois.edu.  
 
Thanks for your participation!  
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Janet S. Fontenot  
Ed.D. Candidate  
College of Education  
University of Illinois  
 
Supervising Faculty Member:  
Dr. Debra Bragg  
Educational Organization and Leadership Department  
University of Illinois  
343 Education Building  
1310 S. 6th Street  
Champaign, IL 61820  
217-344-8974  
dbragg@illinois.edu  
 
 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further e-mails about this study, please click 
the link below, and you will be automatically removed from my mailing list.  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx  
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Appendix G 
 
Mean Ratings of Attitudinal Scale Items and Associated Subscales
a 
 
Attitudinal scale items and associated subscales M SD 
Benefits subscale:  
 
3.    State or federally mandated assessment requirements improve the quality of 
education. 
 
4.    Student assessment (does not) reduce(s) the quality of education. 
 
8.    Student assessment has improved the quality of education at this institution. 
 
9.    Students today are learning more due to an institutional focus on the 
assessment of student learning. 
 
10.  From an educational standpoint, it is necessary for us to monitor what 
students learn.  
 
11.  The effectiveness of teaching is enhanced when faculty regularly assess 
students.  
 
12.  Student assessment techniques accurately measure student learning. 
 
13.  Regular assessment of students accurately captures what they are learning 
in my classroom. 
 
17.  What I learn by assessment of student learning has immediate relevance to 
what takes place in the classroom. 
 
19.  An effective teacher is one who regularly assesses what students are 
learning. 
 
2.86 
 
2.13 
 
 
3.24 
 
2.69 
 
2.31 
 
 
3.43 
 
 
3.26 
 
 
2.54 
 
2.78 
 
 
2.96 
 
 
3.18 
.553 
 
.857 
 
 
.840 
 
.803 
 
.836 
 
 
.652 
 
 
.742 
 
 
.681 
 
.716 
 
 
.832 
 
 
.828 
Reluctance Subscale: 
 
6.    Student assessment (does not) limit(s) the amount of time I have to devote 
to other activities. 
 
15.  Monitoring student assessment is (not) a distraction and competes with 
essential academic work. 
 
20.  Faculty are (not) reluctant to engage in student assessment for fear that 
student assessment results will be used in evaluations. 
 
  
2.68 
 
2.53 
 
 
2.95 
 
 
2.56 
.674 
 
.887 
 
 
.893 
 
 
.931 
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Other Items included in Overall Scale that did not load on above Subscales: 
 
1.   Mandated student assessment (does not) limit(s) the academic freedom of 
faculty. 
 
2.   Results of student evaluations of teaching influence how faculty assess 
student work. 
 
5.   I am completely free to implement my own approach to assessment. 
 
7.   Student assessment is more effective when determined by the faculty 
member rather than by the institution. 
 
14.  I use more assessment techniques than I did 5 years ago. 
 
16.  Faculty have a professional obligation to regularly assess what students are 
learning. 
 
18.  Frequent communication with colleagues improves my student assessment 
practices. 
 
 
 
2.70 
 
 
2.40 
 
 
2.93 
 
 
3.23 
 
2.93 
 
3.33 
 
 
2.90 
 
 
.966 
 
 
9.18 
 
 
.826 
 
 
.759 
 
.883 
 
.700 
 
 
.809 
a
n = 248. 
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Appendix H 
 
Mean Ratings of Involvement Scale Items and Associated Subscales  
 
Involvement scale items and associated subscales M SD 
Classroom or Instructional Subscale: 
 
3.18 1.02 
I-9 Advising students using their individual student assessment results 
 
2.41 1.34 
I-11 Use of student assessment in my instruction 
 
3.36 1.27 
I-12 Use of active assessment techniques (student portfolios, performances, 
observations) in my classroom 
 
3.39 1.32 
I-13 Revision of my course or instructional methods based on student 
assessment results 
 
3.33 1.21 
I-14 Evaluating the success of my classroom assessment activities 
 
3.36 1.17 
Institutional Subscale: 
 
2.49 .90 
I-1 Participation in institutional workshops or seminars to learn about student 
learning 
 
2.70 1.07 
I-2 Creating new assessment techniques 
 
2.82 1.21 
I-3 Participation in program review, curricular evaluation, or planning 
activities using student assessment results 
 
3.16 1.23 
I-4 Service on school-wide or institution-wide committee or task force on 
student assessment 
 
2.05 1.33 
I-5 Setting assessment policy for institution 
 
1.68 1.07 
I-10 Interpreting the results of studies or student assessment at my institution 
 
1.85 1.13 
I-15 Participation in departmental activities related to student assessment 
 
3.08 1.17 
External Subscale: 
 
1.43 .71 
I-6 Publishing articles, reports, or other writings on student assessment 
 
1.27 .70 
I-7 Attendance at state, regional, or national workshops or conferences on 
student assessment 
 
1.74 1.11 
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Involvement scale items and associated subscales M SD 
Classroom or Instructional Subscale: 
 
3.18 1.02 
I-9 Advising students using their individual student assessment results 
 
2.41 1.34 
I-11 Use of student assessment in my instruction 
 
3.36 1.27 
I-12 Use of active assessment techniques (student portfolios, performances, 
observations) in my classroom 
 
3.39 1.32 
I-13 Revision of my course or instructional methods based on student 
assessment results 
 
3.33 1.21 
I-14 Evaluating the success of my classroom assessment activities 
 
3.36 1.17 
Institutional Subscale: 
 
2.49 .90 
I-1 Participation in institutional workshops or seminars to learn about student 
learning 
 
2.70 1.07 
I-2 Creating new assessment techniques 
 
2.82 1.21 
I-3 Participation in program review, curricular evaluation, or planning 
activities using student assessment results 
 
3.16 1.23 
I-4 Service on school-wide or institution-wide committee or task force on 
student assessment 
 
2.05 1.33 
I-5 Setting assessment policy for institution 
 
1.68 1.07 
I-10 Interpreting the results of studies or student assessment at my institution 
 
1.85 1.13 
I-8 Presentation at state, regional, or national workshops or conferences on 
student assessment 
1.28 .77 
 n = 248 
